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Abstract 
Literacy is a multifaceted skill which is highly valued in modern society (Barton, 
2000).  It is considered a fundamental life skill which influences academic, social and 
vocational prospects, and therefore earning potential (Vignoles, De Coulon, and 
Marcenaro-Gutierrez, 2011). Moreover, poor literacy impacts long term psychosocial 
difficulties such as low self-esteem and vulnerability to antisocial behaviour 
(Beitchman et al., 2001; Jenkins & O’Connor, 2002; Morgan, Farkas, Tufis, & 
Sperling, 2008).  Evidence suggests that literacy outcomes for many Australian 
children remains poor (Thompson, De Bortoli, & Buckle, 2013), highlighting the 
importance of further investigation into this area, and the need for the establishment 
of high quality literacy intervention teams within the school environment (Fallon & 
Katz, 2011). 
 
This thesis explores the factors impacting on literacy development and teaching 
practices and is able to provide specific and concrete recommendations for moving 
forward in building successful partnerships with the ultimate goal of improving literacy 
outcomes.  This thesis will build upon previous research which indicates that speech-
language pathologists are being encouraged to move into classroom environments 
and build partnerships with teachers; however this is often not done in a successful 
sustainable manner.  The thesis presents two articles (submitted for publication) 
containing models which provide evidence based guidelines for building successful 
sustainable collaborative partnerships between teachers and speech-language 
pathologists within a constantly evolving education system and to cater for all literacy 
learners. 
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Both studies were qualitative and based on a focus group methodology.  The 
premise for the use of focus groups was to generate data through the opinions 
expressed by participants individually and collectively in a naturalistic setting 
(Kitzinger, 1994, 1995).  Focus groups are a common research tool used to explore 
the opinions, values and beliefs from an identifiable group using a facilitated interview 
technique (Kitzinger, 1994, 1995).   
 
The focus groups and individual interviews were transcribed.  Data was interpreted 
by a process of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  Transcripts were read, 
reviewed and coded. Where possible, the participant's words were used as the codes 
to ensure fidelity to the participant's idea. Similar codes were then grouped into 
categories. Constant comparative analysis was used to identify themes that reflected 
group experiences.  
 
Study 1 investigated skills that underpin literacy, barriers to facilitating language and 
literacy and teacher confidence in literacy instruction.  Literacy is an important life 
skill that is multifaceted and multicontextual.  Teachers feel confident in their skills 
teaching literacy, however they believe it is a constant learning process that they are 
engaged in.  There are many external factors which contribute to literacy difficulties, 
the most significant thought to be the home environment.  A clear understanding of 
how educators facilitate language and literacy in Darwin schools will assist speech-
language pathologists to identify and implement effective yet practical solutions to 
assist educators to elevate the quality of literacy instruction within classrooms. This 
knowledge is of significant importance to speech pathologists as they are 
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increasingly requested to support the learning environments in school settings 
(Cabell, Justice, Piasta, Curenton, Wiggins, Turnbull & Petscher, 2011).  These 
findings suggest that to improve children’s literacy outcomes it is essential that 
teachers and speech-language pathologists have a collaborative understanding of 
literacy and how to best facilitate communication and literacy outcomes. Study 1 
discusses these findings in more detail and provides recommendations and a model 
for successful, sustainable collaborations. 
 
Study 2 explored drivers of change in literacy instruction and how teachers respond 
to these changes.  This study indicated that literacy is a dynamic process, and is 
constantly changing and evolving (ACARA, 2010) in response to evidence based 
research (Australian Government, 2005).  Two drivers of change: individuals and 
systems drive change in opposing manners, yet striving towards the same goal of 
improving literacy outcomes for all children.  Systems driving change are currently 
perceived as an area of great fluctuation due to recent change in policies and 
curriculum, including the NCCD.  Benefits and limitations of factors driving change 
are discussed, and present a delicate balancing act for teachers in the classroom, 
and also for speech-language pathologists when becoming part of these literacy 
instruction teams.  Study 2 discusses, using a model, the tensions which are created 
by forces driving change.  The implications which must be considered and managed 
by speech-language pathologists entering the educational context and building 
interdisciplinary partnerships are also discussed. 
 
Teachers and speech-language pathologists have similar perceptions about the 
highly complex nature of literacy development.  This thesis indicates that teachers, 
 
 
xiv 
although confident in their ability to teach literacy, acknowledge that it is a constant 
learning process, and are eager to engage in collaboration and professional support.  
The Perceptions for Partnerships (PfP) model was developed to build on the shared 
knowledge established in this thesis, and to assist in enhancing collaborative 
relationships between professionals.  The shared knowledge and mutual 
understanding encouraged by this model are particularly important given the rapidly 
changing factors identified as impacting on the everyday workload of teachers, and 
the delicate balancing act required to manage all factors and provide quality literacy 
instruction.  This delicate balancing of vying forces and tensions is described 
comprehensively in the Building Better Partnerships (BBP) Model.  Speech-language 
pathologists must have a clear understanding of this complex process and 
environment in order to further develop better partnerships with teachers before 
being able to provide a quality literacy service that is functional, effective and 
sustainable. 
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Aims 
This thesis titled 'Perceptions & Practices:  What Drives Literacy Instruction?' 
takes a fresh approach to literacy partnerships between teachers and 
speech-language pathologists. It explores ways in which speech-language 
pathologists can successfully make the transition into classroom 
environments and build long-term interdisciplinary partnerships with teachers.  
This thesis explores teachers’ perceptions of literacy and develops two 
models which evolve into a set of guidelines for collaboration.  This will 
further understanding of key external factors involved in bringing about 
change in literacy instruction in the classroom. Data from a qualitative study 
in two schools has been analysed to develop these findings. The first study 
examines the perceptions and practices of classroom teachers when 
teaching literacy. The second study investigates the drivers of change that 
classroom teachers’ encounter and must manage when teaching literacy. 
The findings of the studies are related to two models and set of evidence-
based guidelines for building successful sustainable collaborative 
partnerships between teachers and speech-language pathologists within a 
constantly evolving education system. 
 
Overview 
This thesis presents two studies as well as four supporting chapters.   
 
Chapter 1 outlines the aims and background to this thesis.  This chapter 
provides an introduction and context to the thesis, and addresses the 
perspective used in the development of the models outlined and the set of 
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guidelines to support the development of collaborations between teachers 
and speech-language pathologists. 
 
Chapter 2 provides an introduction to the complex nature of literacy and the 
factors that contribute to literacy difficulties through a review of concepts and 
literature in the field.  The need for literacy instruction to keep pace with 
society’s changing demands is explored, together with aspects of the political 
and professional context of the school education system in which literacy 
instruction occurs. This chapter also outlines the unique skill sets possessed 
by speech-language pathologists and why they should be considered valued 
members of literacy instruction teams.  This chapter identifies some of the 
potential challenges encountered in this interdisciplinary field of practice. 
 
Chapter 3 focuses on the methodology used in this study including the 
theoretical perspective that underpins the qualitative research approach, 
method, data collection and data analysis. 
 
Chapter 4 presents the study entitled ‘Using Teachers’ Perceptions of 
Literacy to Inform Speech Pathology Practice’.  This qualitative study 
explores teachers’ perceptions of the key factors that may impact on 
children’s literacy development.  Findings indicate that, children’s literacy 
outcomes may benefit from enhanced inter-professional collaboration 
between teachers and speech-language pathologists. This study includes a 
set of recommendations and an outline of the Perceptions for Partnerships 
(PfP) model that can be used to develop successful, sustainable 
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collaborations between teachers and speech-language pathologists. The 
model focuses on examining concepts of literacy and how these are 
perceived by teachers.  The PfP model indicates how speech-language 
pathologists can work alongside teachers and contribute to achieving a high 
quality and sustainable impact with children.  This study has been submitted 
for publication in the International Journal of Speech-Language Pathology. 
 
Chapter 5 presents the study entitled ‘Developing Collaborative 
Partnerships: Teaching Literacy in a Changing System’.  This qualitative 
paper explores teachers’ perceptions and responses towards the key drivers 
of change that are impacting on literacy instruction.  Findings indicate that 
there are two main drivers of change in literacy practices.  Firstly, systemic 
drivers are imposed through top down changes.  Secondly, individual drivers 
bring about change in a bottom up manner.    The view that changes in 
teaching and assessment procedures are ongoing and result in innovative 
and exciting new practices underpins this chapter.   
 
Accordingly, this study highlights the changing nature of literacy and the 
dynamic aspects of the literacy instruction process. Both are constantly 
evolving to accommodate change in the learning environment and the wider 
social, economic and policy context, as well as in response to evidence 
based research.  Findings of the study address the tensions, which are 
created by the interaction among these factors driving change, and the 
implications which must be considered by speech-language pathologists 
working in a school education setting.  The Building Better Partnerships 
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(BBP) model is outlined and it incorporates these drivers of change as 
important factors to be managed by speech-language pathologists when 
seeking to develop better interdisciplinary partnerships with teachers.  The 
BBP model builds on the principles for collaboration recommended in the PfP 
model and helps both teachers and speech-language pathologists respond 
flexibly towards both systemic and individual drivers of change.  Such 
partnerships can also support the development of long-term literacy 
instructional teams.  This study has also been submitted for publication in the 
International Journal of Speech-Language Pathology to support speech-
language pathologists’ clinical interactions with literacy teams 
 
Chapter 6 outlines a set of recommendations for speech-language 
pathologists to incorporate into their clinical practice.  The focus here is upon 
how the findings and models reported here can be used to create positive on-
going partnerships.  This can aid in the development of a process which 
speech-language pathologists can use when exploring this relatively new and 
exciting area of practice.  The wide reaching and positive impact of these 
partnerships and the increased scope for speech-language pathologists is 
outlined and discussed.  This chapter also indicates the potential directions 
for future research into both literacy instruction and the development of 
collaborative partnerships between teachers and speech-language 
pathologists. 
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Chapter 2 
Literacy and the Contribution of Speech-Language 
Pathologists 
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Literacy as an Evolving Concept 
Literacy has been defined as the integration of listening, speaking, reading, 
writing and critical thinking, encompassing numeracy and cultural knowledge 
(Wickert, 1989).  Children become literate as they develop the skills to learn 
and communicate effectively in order to become contributing members of 
society (ACARA, 2010).   
 
In a contrast to traditional understandings of literacy as the ability to read and 
write, broader definitions identify literacy as allowing a person to recognise 
and use language appropriately in differing environments and contexts  
(Wickert, 1989). Active literacy is a goal for all members of current society as 
it is a skill which allows people to use their language in order to participate 
more fully as community members (Campbell, 1990).  More recently literacy 
definitions have been expanded to include not just listening and talking, but 
also visual literacies and critical thinking, including technologies, popular 
culture, functional literacies, ecological literacy, and literacies other than 
English (Queensland Curriculum & Assessment Authority, 2014).  These 
broader definitions have significant implications for speech-language 
pathologists who are considered to be specialists in the skills of listening, 
speaking and the use of language in different contexts and for different 
functions or purposes. 
 
Importance of Literacy 
Literacy difficulties are acknowledged as a public health concern, and are the 
focus of extensive investigations in academic literature and the media 
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(Roberts, Price & Oberklaid, 2012).  In 2005, the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organisation (United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organisation, 2005) acknowledged literacy as a basic human 
right.  The ability to read accurately and fluently is a highly valued skill in any 
educated society (Catts, Fey, Tomblin & Zhang, 2002).   Hammer, Miccio, 
and Wagstaff (2003) indicated that literacy is a multifaceted skill that all 
children must accomplish in order to be successful.  Literacy is a skill that will 
be required in the 21st century more than at any time during the past (Barton, 
2000).  These changes to literacy and the way it is defined reflect a 
significant change in society.  This fundamental change requires new ways of 
thinking about literacy (Department of Education & Early Childhood 
Development, 2007), namely that to participate fully within modern society, 
people must master the oral, written and multi-media forms of 
communication. 
 
Literacy is a fundamental lifelong skill that influences academic and social 
functioning, and ultimately impacts on lifelong vocational prospects.  
Vignoles, De Coulon, and Marcenaro-Gutierrez (2011) suggest that improved 
literacy skills are positively related to both employment prospects and 
earning potential.  Poor readers are also considered at risk of long term 
psychosocial difficulties, including low self-esteem and vulnerability to 
antisocial behaviour and the associated consequences (Thompson, De 
Bortoli & Buckle, 2013). 
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Difficulties in Literacy Skills 
Despite the importance of learning to be literate, literacy difficulties affect a 
significant number of Australian children (SPAA, 2011).  National testing of 
year 10 children indicates that 9.3% of Australian children scored below the 
minimum standard for reading, 12.8% for writing, 12.4% for spelling and 
9.2% for grammar and punctuation, all skills considered integral components 
of literacy.  Data taken between 2000 and 2013 indicated that approximately 
14% of students performed poorly in initial reading literacy tasks, and this 
had not changed significantly when tested again in 2013 (Thompson, De 
Bortoli & Buckle, 2013). 
 
Children who acquire initial and early reading skills successfully tend to 
remain accomplished readers.  In contrast, children who experience difficulty 
in the early stages of literacy acquisition tend to find reading and writing tasks 
to be an ongoing struggle throughout the academic years, and also later in 
life (Baydar, Brooks-Gunn & Furstenberg, 1993; Roberts, Jurgens & 
Burchinal, 2005).  This finding is supported by evidence suggesting that the 
gap between average and poor readers either tends to remain the same or in 
fact widens throughout the school years (Catts, Bridges, Little & Tomblin, 
2008; Lonigan, Purpura, Wilson, Walker & Clancy-Menchetti, 2013; 
Stanovich, 1986). 
 
Such long term statistics documenting the high numbers of Australian 
children who are poor readers point to the need for the formation of high 
quality literacy teams (Fallon & Katz, 2011).  Moreover, the provision of 
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reading interventions by educational teams and speech-language 
pathologists should be considered vital.  In order to enhance children’s 
performance on reading and literacy tasks, children need to be provided with 
a strong foundation in the acquisition of early literacy skills (Bishop & Adams, 
1990; Catts, 1997; Scarborough, Dobrich & Hager, 1991).  Strong 
foundations require quality literacy teaching which involves educators using a 
variety of teaching elements, understanding how these elements open up 
learning opportunities for different students and then monitoring and 
measuring the outcomes of their approaches (Department of Education & 
Early Childhood Development, 2007). The teaching of literacy involves a 
delicate balance between a combination of approaches, and must be based 
upon careful consideration of multiple views, perspectives and methods 
(Green & Reid, 2004). 
 
Factors Influencing Literacy Skill Development 
Factors influencing literacy skill development and difficulties in acquiring 
literacy skills have been considered by both educators and researchers for 
decades.  As literacy difficulties negatively influence children’s long term 
education, vocational and income possibilities, it is essential that the factors 
influencing the development of these skills continue to be investigated by 
researchers.  Outcomes from evidence based literacy programs need to be 
provided to both teachers and other professionals to try and ensure that all 
children are provided with equal opportunities to develop this essential 
lifelong skill. 
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Research has identified a failure to implement evidence based literacy 
intervention in the school environment as a risk factor associated with 
children’s difficulties learning to read (Buckingham, Wheldall & Beaman-
Wheldall, 2013; Buckingham, Wheldall & Beaman, 2012).  However, literacy 
instruction is a complex issue, with Griffin, Burns, and Snow (1998) indicating 
that a combination of factors including child based, school-based and family 
based factors are responsible for influencing the development of literacy 
skills in children.   
 
Child Based Factors: Child based factors may include but are not limited to 
cognitive deficiencies, hearing impairment, chronic otitis media, speech 
sound disorder, language impairment and attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder.  Children with cognitive deficiencies are reported to develop very 
poor reading outcomes (Griffin et al., 1998).  Hearing impairment is often 
associated with reading difficulty and poor long - term literacy outcomes 
(Conrad, 1979; Griffin et al., 1998).  The presence of chronic otitis media is 
linked with intermittent hearing loss during critical language development 
years, which then impacts on language and literacy development (Wallace & 
Hooper, 1997; Griffin et al, 1998).  Literacy is a language based skill; 
therefore, deficits in speech sound development and language can negatively 
affect literacy skill achievement (Aram & Nation, 1980; Catts et al., 2002; Hall 
& Tomblin, 1978; Harrison, McLeod, Berthelsen, & Walker, 2009; King, 
Jones, & Lasky, 1982).  There is also significant evidence to suggest that 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and literacy difficulties often 
co-occur in many children (Shaywitz et al., 1995). 
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Family Based Factors:  A family history of literacy difficulties, the home 
literacy environment, opportunities for verbal interaction and use of 
languages other than English have been identified as key family based 
factors influencing later literacy development  (Griffin et al.,1998).  Home 
environments have been specifically implicated in literacy skill development 
(Hammer, Farkas, & Maczuga, 2010).  Home environments that facilitate 
literacy result in higher vocabulary and expressive language outcomes during 
the preschool and early school years (Burgess, Hecht & Lonigan, 2002; Bus, 
van Ijzendoorn & Pellegrini, 1995).  In particular, Bingham (2007) suggested 
that the home literacy environment provides support to children exploring 
early literacy behaviours and practices, and that the quality of the home 
literacy environment and joint book reading interactions were related to the 
overall literacy development of the child.  Storch and Whitehurst (2001) 
reported that the home environment accounts for approximately 40% of the 
variation in preschool children’s vocabulary and conceptual knowledge, 
which in turn exerts a strong influence (41% variance) on the phonological 
awareness and letter knowledge of these children.  Conversely, it is well 
documented that children from minority and low socio-economic backgrounds 
frequently perform below peers on emerging literacy tasks, and are 
considered at higher risk for later literacy difficulties (Bishop & Adams, 1990; 
Catts, Fey, Zhang, & Tomblin, 2001) 
 
School Based Factors:  School-based factors also influence the 
development of literacy.  Griffin et al. (1998) described school based factors 
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as the variation in school literacy instruction experienced by children in 
differing schools.  Specifically, these factors included teacher presentation of 
material, teacher expectations, positive reinforcement, classroom 
interruptions, discipline difficulties and the classroom ambiance. Buckingham 
et al. (2013)’s findings that literacy practices across Australian schools lack 
consistency, highlights the need for a greater understanding about school 
practices and their impact on long-term student outcomes. 
 
What Influences Teaching Practices? 
Teachers make decisions about classroom teaching instruction based on 
their theoretical beliefs about teaching and learning, as well as the 
environment in which they teach (Bingimlas & Hanrahan, 2010).  Therefore, it 
follows that by forming successful collaborative relationships and practices 
and understanding the knowledge and perceptions of teachers will provide 
speech-language pathologists with a more comprehensive foundation for 
working in existing school environments and adopting more effective 
pedagogies.  Teachers have an understanding of  language and learning that 
provide the basis for making decisions about which approach to adopt in their 
language and literacy instruction .   Also, teaching practices are often heavily 
influenced by the school environment, the nature of the school leadership 
and the associated preferences in the use of specific literacy programs 
(Bingimlas & Hanrahan, 2010).  Teachers are increasingly being called on to 
act as agents of change, and facilitators of learning (Training, 2010). 
However, unfortunately many attempts to implement new pedagogies have 
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often been limited by prevailing attitudes and beliefs (NSW Department of 
Education & Training, 2010). 
 
Literacy Instruction Within a Changing Education System 
Literacy instruction takes place in school settings, within specific state based 
and systemic education systems.  Hence, the classroom practices that 
teachers are able to implement are constrained by the overarching 
educational systems in place at that time (ACARA, 2010).  Systems that may 
directly affect classroom practices include but are not limited to: the particular 
education system, the school curriculum, government policies (Australian 
federal and state governments) and the nature of the school leadership.   
 
Much research related to change is from a business management 
perspective, but is highly relevant to education systems and settings.  In 
order to improve the knowledge of the existing literacy teaching practices, it 
is essential that the overarching educational systems, and the changes 
occurring within them, are also considered and understood.    Change is a 
constant and ongoing force within organisations (Todnem By, 2005). 
Generally unpredictable and often triggered by an organisational crisis, 
change tends to result in reactive, discontinuous, and ad hoc actions by 
management. (Todnem By, 2005).  Many organisations understand the need 
for change, yet struggle to manage change effectively, unable to ensure the 
smooth implementation of new initiatives, as well as support both individuals 
and the organisation itself (Hudson Global, 2005).    
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Timperley and Phillips (2003) suggest that change is an iterative process, 
where change in beliefs, actions and outcomes are shaped by their dynamic 
interactions.  In order for organisations to move forward, change must be 
managed successfully, therefore it is essential that the changes occurring are 
explored and understood.  The effective and successful management of 
change is considered a necessity in order for organisations to survive and 
succeed in today’s highly competitive and continuously changing 
environment (Luecke, 2003; Okumus & Hemmington, 1998).  Managed 
poorly, change can create many difficulties for the culture, people and 
organisation.  Managed well, change can provide the platform for growth and 
success (Hudson Global, 2005).   
 
Change within educational practices, and in particular literacy instruction is 
indeed ongoing, and occurring at a rapid pace.  A greater understanding of 
the changes that are occurring and how they are perceived by teachers to be 
influencing their practice is important information (Luecke, 2003; Okumus & 
Hemmington, 1998).  This understanding is an essential part of a foundation 
upon which successful and sustainable collaborative partnerships can be 
formed. 
 
A number of notable changes have been made recently within the Australian 
education system to improve the literacy outcomes for children.  The 
Australian Government has implemented changes in literacy assessment and 
instruction, mandating a formalised, standardised and documented approach 
that seeks to ensure that Australian schools provide greater equity for all 
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learners.  From 2015 Australian schools will be collecting the Nationally 
Consistent Collection of Data on School Students with Disability (NCCD).  
This is a new approach to effectively collect and use data for students that 
require accommodations and adjustments to the curriculum in order to learn 
more effectively (Standing Council on School Education & Early Childhood, 
2014).  Australian state governments have also prescribed new literacy 
programs and guidelines which attempt to further standardise approaches to 
the teaching and assessment of literacy.  An example of this in NSW is the 
Language, Learning and Literacy (L3) program (NSW Department of 
Education & Communities, 2011).   This is a research based cost effective 
classroom grounded reading and writing intervention for kindergarten 
children which is designed to improve child literacy outcomes by providing 
additional support to children who lack a language or literacy rich home 
environment or background.   
 
As well as mandating standardised procedures to assess and teach literacy, 
child literacy outcomes may also be improved by the inclusion of speech-
language pathologists in educational teams, due to the reciprocal relationship 
between the teaching of language and literacy (Catts, Adlof, Hogan & Susan, 
2005; Stodhard, Snowling, Bishop, Chipchase & Kaplan, 1998).  It is widely 
recognised that literacy development is dependent on language skills 
(Dickinson & Tabors, 2001) and that literacy drives the continued 
development of language (Griffin et al., 1998).  Literacy development is 
supported by many specific language skills including knowledge of sounds, 
vocabulary, sentence construction and text construction.   
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McConnellogue (2011) suggests that one of the main challenges 
experienced by children with language difficulties is mastering the skill of 
learning to read to a competent level.  There is much evidence to suggest 
that oral language provides the foundation on which written language is built, 
and therefore children with oral language deficits have an increased risk of 
impaired literacy skill development (Catts, 1993; Catts, Fey, Zhang & 
Tomblin, 1999; Catts et al., 2001; Storch & Whitehurst, 2002).  Dickinson and 
McCabe (2001) found that oral language, in particular vocabulary, was linked 
to the development of print-related abilities in kindergarten. 
 
Speech-language pathologists work with children who have language and 
learning difficulties. They have extensive skills and knowledge, which allows 
them to examine and facilitate the development of children’s skills in oral 
language, reading and writing. Speech-language pathologists also have 
specialist knowledge of the complex interaction and relationship between oral 
and written domains.  
 
Value of Speech-Language Pathologists in Literacy 
Instruction 
Speech-language pathologists possess the knowledge and skills to 
contribute valuable and specialised knowledge about the relationships 
between oral language and literacy and support the development of these 
skills with students.  In addition, speech-language pathologists may provide 
interventions that support the development of written language skills.  As 
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trained language experts, it is the role of speech-language pathologists to 
become productive, contributing members of school literacy teams in order to 
address the written language needs of struggling readers and writers (Fallon 
& Katz, 2011; SPAA, 2011). 
 
Need for Collaboration Between Teachers and Speech-
Language Pathologists 
The complex nature of literacy skills suggests there is a need for greater 
collaboration between teachers and speech-language pathologists to ensure 
the identification of evidence based interventions to support the needs of all 
students (Dockrell, Lindsay, & Palikara, 2011).  This is especially important 
considering the high level of inconsistency in the literacy instruction practices 
across classrooms in Australia (Buckingham et al., 2013). 
 
In Australia, speech-language pathologists are increasingly becoming part of 
educational teams.  For children experiencing literacy difficulties, regular 
classroom instruction may not be sufficient to improve their skills to meet 
academic expectations (Spira, Bracken, & Fischel, 2005; Stanovich, 1986).  
As members of educational teams in the classroom, speech-language 
pathologists are able to provide specialist knowledge regarding ways of 
adapting curricula to cater to the needs of individual students and inform any 
of the particular approaches being put into practice (SPAA, 2011).  The 
development of better professional relationships with teachers and literacy 
intervention services for children should help enhance the oral language and 
literacy skills of all children. 
  
 
19 
 
Limited Scope of Practice for Speech-Language Pathologists 
Throughout Australia, the employment of speech-language pathologists in 
schools varies considerably.  Consequently, speech-language pathologists 
have different levels of interactions with teachers and within the school 
environment.  Speech-language pathologists are employed under different 
conditions and different models across different states (e.g. employed by 
health departments, education departments and individual schools).  This 
difference in conditions and in the models used then impacts upon the nature 
and quality of opportunities for collaboration. 
 
Research suggests that many speech-language pathologists are not 
providing support for the development of written language in their clinical 
practice.  It would seem that many speech-language pathologists are 
targeting only oral, and not written language (ASHA , 2002). They are 
thereby omitting a very important aspect of literacy skill development (Catts, 
Fey, Zhang & Tomblin, 1999; Catts et al., 2001).  Furthermore, the finding 
that there are a limited number of speech-language pathologists targeting 
written language skills in the classroom (ASHA, 2002) may be due to a 
significant number of factors. They include personal choice, the constraints of 
school, and the limited scope of a speech-language pathologist’s role as 
perceived by school and / or teachers.  Due to the likelihood of children with 
oral language impairments also experiencing difficulty with their written 
language (Catts et al., 1999, 2001), having limited speech-language 
pathologist interventions in school based literacy instruction is concerning.   
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Service Delivery Considerations 
Many speech-language pathologists when employed within a school setting 
have pursued traditional models of service delivery.  These types of service 
delivery models may include seeing children individually or in small groups, 
often by withdrawal from the classroom.  Speech-language pathologists may 
also use collaborative and individualised approaches to service delivery 
(Ehren & Ehren, 2001).  Also valuable, according to Serry & Oberklaid (2014) 
is the use of a consultative service delivery model where specialists, such as 
speech-language pathologists, train and mentor teachers in the delivery of 
high quality literacy practices.  Whilst these traditional models are seen as 
valuable, speech-language pathologists are now exploring further options 
such as whole class activities, professional development for staff and 
parents, and adapting the curriculum to support the needs of individuals 
within the classroom.  
  
Successful Collaborative Relationships 
Although speech-language pathologists and teachers are working together 
towards the common goal of improving language and literacy outcomes, 
evidence suggests that the development of these professional relationships 
has been problematic in the past due to a number of barriers outlined below 
(Ehren & Ehren, 2001; Serry, 2013).  Therefore, in moving forward and 
attempting to improve literacy outcomes it is important to consider what the 
main barriers facilitators of effective relationships are.  Both Ehren and Ehren 
(2001) and Serry (2013) identified the main facilitators and the various 
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barriers involved in the building of successful collaborative relationships 
between speech-language pathologists and teachers. Speech-language 
pathologists perceived that the greatest facilitator of successful relationships 
was having a supportive and receptive work environment.  
 
The most significant barriers were thought to be limited understanding about 
the scope of a speech-language pathologists role in literacy, and a mismatch 
in the theoretical understanding between teachers and speech-language 
pathologists. Paradice, Bailey-Wood, Davies, and Solomon (2007) 
recommended that collaborative working practices need to be developed to 
better address the needs of all children.  However, although the need for 
collaborative practices is agreed upon by many agencies, there are 
systematic barriers that must be overcome.  These barriers include differing 
methods of providing services, the timing and location of services, varying 
training between teachers and speech-language pathologists, as well as a 
lack of boundaries between professionals.  Ehren, Montgomery, Rudebusch, 
& Whitmire (2006) and Serry (2013) suggest that service delivery models 
should be altered from the traditional face-to-face or withdrawal intervention, 
to utilising instead more indirect consultative approaches and classroom 
based services.  In the past, teacher training by speech-language 
pathologists has been provided at an intensity and sustainability level which 
is not feasible for real life educational settings (Girolametto, Weitzman & 
Greenberg, 2003; Landry, Swank, Smith, Assel & Gunnewig, 2006).  
Therefore an important feature of successful collaborative relationships 
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between teachers and speech-language pathologists is the practicality of the 
service delivery (Cabell et al., 2011).   
 
Staskowski and Zagaiski (2003) also indicated a number of the 
characteristics which could be used to form successful literacy instruction 
teams, including frequent and meaningful communication, understanding one 
another’s expertise, collaboration between team members, staff attitudes, 
support from the school leadership and common professional development.  
McConnellogue (2011) suggested that better information sharing and 
collaborative practices could enhance literacy outcomes for children with 
language and communication needs.  The author identified that teachers 
should be more thoroughly informed about the importance of oral language in 
developing literacy. 
 
Despite the many challenges in forming sustainable, collaborative 
relationships between teachers and speech-language pathologists need to 
be developed, taking the factors mentioned above into account. In order to 
increase the effectiveness of the specialist support of the speech-language 
pathologist provided in an educational setting, Law & Garret (2004) argue 
that where possible it needs to be embedded within the everyday activities of 
the classroom.  
 
As has been outlined, there is a need to improve collaborations between 
speech-language pathologists and teachers, therefore an expected outcome 
of this thesis is to pave the way for a more positive experience for both 
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speech-language pathologists and teachers when building collaborative 
partnerships.  One possible way to improve these partnerships is for speech-
language pathologists to have a better understanding of teachers’ 
perceptions of teaching literacy, as well as the classroom environment and 
the school dynamic.  This thesis also investigates the importance and value 
of having speech-language pathologists as integral members of educational 
literacy teams.  It is proposed that if speech-language pathologists have a 
clearer process to assist their transition into this relatively less traditional area 
of practice, it may create a more positive experience for all involved, and 
ultimately improve the outcomes for literacy learners. Study 1 outlined below 
focuses on teachers’ perceptions of literacy and the factors which impact on 
the development of this skill. Study 2 extends this by investigating the factors 
which are driving change in literacy instruction within school settings.  This 
knowledge of current perceptions and teaching practices will allow speech-
language pathologists to provide services that complement and extend the 
existing effective literacy practices.  The research questions and 
methodology that underpin the two parts of this study are presented in 
Chapter 3. 
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Research Questions 
In order to explore how to improve collaborations for both speech-language 
pathologists and teachers when teaching literacy this thesis examines ways 
in which speech-language pathologists can successfully transition into 
classroom environments and build long-term interdisciplinary partnerships 
with teachers. An important starting point is drawing on the perceptions of 
teachers about literacy and literacy instruction.  Teacher perceptions are 
viewed as fundamental in the development of principles for collaboration and 
in understanding the main external factors, which create change and cause 
tension in the literacy instruction process.  There are five research questions 
addressed by this thesis: 
 What do teachers perceive are the skills that underpin literacy? 
 What barriers to facilitating language and literacy are perceived by 
teachers? 
 How confident do teachers feel in their own skills teaching literacy?   
 What factors do teachers identify as driving change in literacy 
instruction and assessment?  
 How do teachers respond to change in the classroom? 
 
The first study (Chapter 4) addresses the first three research questions.  The 
second study (Chapter 5) extends the analysis by investigating the fourth and 
fifth research questions. 
 
Theoretical Perspective of This Study 
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This thesis adopts a socio-constructivist approach in which the teachers are 
treated as being part of a community in which they are developing and 
sharing knowledge (Palinscar, 1998), and meaning is constructed through 
the interactions amongst their shared knowledge, training, practice and 
experience within a constantly changing curriculum.  This approach focuses 
on the inherently social nature of learning, and is based on the premise that 
cultural tools (e.g. language) are central to the development of new concepts.   
 
A qualitative approach was selected for this thesis as it has a strong focus on 
the voices of individuals, the authenticity of human perceptions and 
experiences, and how these interact with each other to construct meaning. 
Applying this approach this thesis draws on the perceptions of teachers from 
two schools in the Darwin region of the Northern Territory, Australia and 
adopts a theoretical perspective that treats teachers and speech-language 
pathologists as equal partners in the development of literacy skills. Although 
teachers and speech-language pathologists are considered equal partners, it 
is evident that both groups of professionals perceive children through 
different professional perspectives that are based upon their differing skills 
and expertise. 
 
Listening to the perceptions of teachers is essential as each practice context 
has unique features.  Teachers’ voices and experiences contribute to the 
lens through which they perceive situations and information.  The qualitative 
nature of this study acknowledges individual lenses and voices, yet uses 
these to construct meaning from shared perceptions and experiences.  In 
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addition, the qualitative nature of the study was helpful to gain an 
understanding of different drivers of change that are occurring in the 
classroom, in order to acknowledge how this will impact on collaborative 
partnerships between speech-language pathologists and teachers and 
ultimately literacy outcomes.  
 
Method 
 
Focus groups were chosen as the method of data collection in a naturalistic 
setting as they generate data through the opinions expressed by participants 
both individually and collectively (Kitzinger, 1994, 1995).  Focus groups are a 
tool for gathering insights about opinions, values and beliefs from a group 
using facilitated interview techniques (Kitzinger, 1994, 1995).  Interview 
questions in this study were formulated from published research, gaps in 
information found in literature searches and the author’s professional 
interactions with teachers, which suggested that concepts of literacy are 
interpreted differently by different professionals.  All questions were piloted 
with an independent group of teachers under similar conditions to the focus 
groups.  Following this pilot, questions were modified to ensure that they 
were unambiguous and would elicit teachers’ experiences and perceptions. 
 
Participants and their School Context 
A total of nine participants from two schools took part in the two focus groups 
organised for this study.  The two schools that participated in this study were 
primary schools located in the Darwin region of the Northern Territory, 
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Australia.  Darwin has a population of 120,586, including an Indigenous 
population of approximately 9% (11,000) of its residents.  Children aged 0-14 
years comprise 21.0% of the population and 35.0% of its population were 
attending an educational institution. Darwin is culturally and linguistically 
diverse, with 27.3% of people speaking a language other than English. 
(Australian Board of Statistics, 2013). 
 
Both schools in this study had an Index of Community Socio-Educational 
Advantage (ICSEA) score of 908 and 928.  The ICSEA provides a means of 
comparing levels of educational advantage or disadvantage in particular 
geographic areas where schools are located.  Every school has been 
assessed on an ICSEA scale, which has a median of 1000 and a standard 
deviation of 100.  ICSEA values ranging from around 500 (represent 
extremely disadvantaged educational backgrounds), to about 1300 
(representing schools with students with very advantaged educational 
backgrounds) (ACARA, 2010).  The two participating schools in this study 
can be described as typical of an average level of socio-economic advantage 
in Australian schools.  Schools targeted in this study used a formal reading 
program in their classrooms, one the Tribes (Tribes Learning Community, 
2014) and the other the Kathy Walker Learning Approach (Early Life 
Foundations, 2014).   
 
Developing Relationships and the Context of the Author  
At the time of data collection, I was working as a part of the Educational 
Speech Pathology & Therapy Services team.  Educational Speech Pathology 
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& Therapy Services is a school based private practice providing school 
based intervention services to students in preschools, mainstream 
and special school settings.  This practice aims to provide a service, which 
brings about sustainable change which teachers are able to use in their 
teaching.  Educational Speech Pathology & Therapy Services built up a 
relationship with several Darwin schools, and as a part of my role with 
Educational Speech Pathology & Therapy Services, I expanded my 
experience in schools and working with teachers and developed an interest 
in school based collaborative processes.  The relationship built by 
Educational Speech Pathology & Therapy Services with schools in Darwin 
provided a foundation for beginning this research thesis.  The participants in 
this thesis were teachers at schools who had developed and maintained 
long-term collaborative relationships with the Educational Speech Pathology 
& Therapy Services manager.  Both of these schools demonstrated a shared 
commitment to facilitating language and literacy through effective 
partnerships.  The relationships within the collaborative teams may have 
influenced the lens through which teachers viewed literacy and how they 
developed and implemented their literacy instruction in the classroom.  
 
Transcription and Data Analysis 
The focus groups were transcribed in entirety by an external transcription 
service.  Information that identified schools or staff members was excluded.  
Participants were each assigned a pseudonym. The content of the 
transcription of both focus groups was coded and interpreted using a 
thematic analysis based on the process outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006).   
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Initially the transcripts were read and key words were highlighted.  Table 3.1 
demonstrates the process of qualitative analysis used, with an example of 
thematic development.  The keywords identified from the transcripts were 
then coded into categories.  Categories were generated from the data and 
organised the data into meaningful groups (Tuckett, 2005), using the 
participants’ own words where possible, to ensure the fidelity of participants’ 
ideas (Table 3.1).  Categories that were identified across both groups’ 
transcripts were coded into subthemes (Table 3.1).   
 
Table 3.1 – Example of Thematic Analysis 
Key Word Code CATEGORY SUBTHEME THEME 
I feel confident 
but I always think 
there is so much 
more to learn.   
CONFIDENT 
 
 
LEARN 
 
 
CONFIDENCE 
 
 
LEARNING 
PROCESS 
 
Facilitators 
of increased 
teaching 
confidence. 
Teachers 
are 
confident 
and 
continually 
learning. 
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Chapter 4 
Study 1 
Using Teachers’ Perceptions of Literacy to Inform 
Speech Pathology Practice 
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Study 1 Abstract 
 
This study was part of a larger project which investigated the oral language 
and literacy programs and strategies being implemented in Darwin schools.  
This study focused on teachers’ perceptions of factors that may impact on 
children’s literacy development.  The aims of this qualitative study were to 
investigate teachers beliefs regarding literacy definitions, confidence levels of 
teachers teaching literacy, and external factors influencing literacy skill 
development. 
 
This was a qualitative study based on focus groups of teachers identified 
from two Darwin schools.   
 
The focus groups and individual interviews were transcribed.  Data was 
interpreted by a process of thematic analysis  
 
Results of this study indicated the following themes.  Literacy is an important 
life skill that is multifaceted and multicontextual.  Teachers feel confident in 
their skills teaching literacy, however they believe it is a constant learning 
process that they are engaged in.  There are many external factors which 
contribute to literacy difficulties.  The most significant factor is thought to be 
the home environment including parental involvement and access / exposure 
to language.   
 
Conclusions 
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Speech pathologists frequently work with teachers to facilitate language and 
literacy development in children.  A clear understanding of how teachers 
facilitate language and literacy in Darwin schools will assist speech 
pathologists to identify and implement effective yet practical solutions to 
assist educators to elevate the quality of literacy instruction within 
classrooms.  
 
These results suggest that to improve children’s literacy outcomes it is 
essential that teachers and speech pathologists have a collaborative 
understanding of literacy and how to best facilitate communication and 
literacy outcomes. This paper will discuss these findings in more detail and 
provide recommendations and a model for successful, sustainable 
collaborations. 
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Introduction 
This study outlines the findings from the qualitative study of teachers’ 
perceptions of literacy to inform speech pathology practice’. It contains a 
discussion of a number of key concepts, including literacy, collaboration, the 
research approach and the method used in data collection is outlined. A 
profile of the nine teacher participants, the data analysis, and the findings of 
the study are also reported.  This study is part of a larger project being 
conducted in collaboration with Educational Speech Pathology & Therapy 
Services that is investigating the oral language and literacy programs and 
strategies being implemented in Darwin schools.   
 
Importance of Literacy 
Literacy is an important skill that underlies academic and social skills and 
impacts on lifelong attainment of vocational goals.  The effective integration 
of practices which predict literacy success into the classroom, such as to 
improve reading equality, remains of significant importance to teachers, 
speech-language pathologists and researchers (Carson, Gillon & Boustead, 
2013). Nonetheless, despite extensive government funding and policy and 
the best efforts of parents, teachers, speech-language pathologists and 
researchers, gaps between populations at high risk for reading impairment 
and good readers do not appear to be closing (Morgan, Farkas & Hibel, 
2008).  
 
An ability to read accurately and fluently is a highly valued skill in any modern 
community (Catts, Fey, Zhang & Tomblin, 1999).  The ability to access 
  
 
36 
written language is also essential in contemporary society, with experts 
claiming that for adolescents and adults in the 21st century, literacy skills will 
be required more than at any other time historically (Barton, 2000).  Acquiring 
literacy ultimately determines the higher education and/or vocational 
opportunities that will be accessible to an individual (Fallon & Katz, 2011), 
and influences lifelong income earnings (Vignoles, De Coulon & Marcenaro-
Gutierrez, 2011).  
 
Literacy impairments may persist through school into adolescence and 
adulthood (Johnson, Beitchman & Brownlie, 2010).  Many individuals with 
literacy impairment also show early and continuing speech and/or language 
impairment (Young et al., 2002).  Children with language and literacy 
difficulties often experience persistent difficulties with basic skills, which then 
limit future educational and occupational opportunities (Dockrell, Lindsay & 
Connelly, 2009; Dockrell, Lindsay & Palikara, 2011). 
 
Factors Impacting Literacy Development 
Due to the lasting impact of literacy difficulties on children’s lifelong 
functioning and occupational outcomes (Dockrell, Lindsay & Connelly, 2009; 
Dockrell, Lindsay & Palikara, 2011; Johnson, Beitchman & Brownlie, 2010), it 
is essential that they are provided with opportunities to improve their literacy 
during the early stages of their education.  In order to assist children develop 
literacy skills it is necessary to understand what factors impact literacy 
development. 
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The home environment can account for approximately 40% of the variance in 
preschool children’s vocabulary and story knowledge which in turn exerts a 
strong influence on their phonological awareness and letter knowledge 
(Storch & Whitehurst, 2001).  Home environments rich with literacy activities, 
in particular shared parent / child book reading, support children’s language 
and emergent literacy skills (Baker & Scher, 2002; Bus, van Ijzendoorn & 
Pellegrini, 1995; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002; Storch & Whitehurst, 2001).  
Conversely, children who do not have access to literacy resources may be 
less equipped for reading compared with their peers, when they enter a 
classroom. 
 
Impaired oral speech and language development is another factor that delays 
literacy development.  Indeed, children with speech and language 
impairments are identified as the most vulnerable and most in need of 
effective support to reach their literacy potential (Bercow, 2008).  The impact 
of impoverished language and/or language impairment on literacy 
development has been one of the main drivers for speech-language 
pathologists working in schools and classrooms.  Speech-language 
pathologists recognize that the early identification of language difficulties in 
early childhood and the use of strategies to foster language development can 
lead to improved literacy, academic and life outcomes (Adlof, Catts & Lee, 
2010).  
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Collaboration Between Speech-Language Pathologists and 
Teachers 
Speech-language pathologists have knowledge of and expertise in the 
complex relationships between language and print literacy (SPAA, 2011).  
Such knowledge includes different components of language; phonological 
awareness skills, vocabulary development, sentence structures, the ways 
texts are structured and listening comprehension.  Speech-language 
pathologists understand the ways these components contribute to the 
development of reading and writing skills over the course of literacy 
development (SPAA, 2011).  Speech-language pathologists are increasingly 
becoming members of educational teams in Australia, working within schools 
and/or classrooms and developing professional relationships with teachers to 
enhance children’s oral language and literacy skills.  
 
Traditionally, when speech-language pathologists have moved into 
educational environments, they have worked within existing frameworks and 
traditional models of therapy (Ehren & Ehren, 2001; Serry & Oberklaid, 
2014).  However, speech-language pathologists have also explored 
collaborative models of service delivery (Ehren & Ehren, 2001).  For 
example, rather than removing children from the classroom for therapy, 
speech-language pathologists may deliver whole class communication 
activities or adapt tasks and stimuli to support the curricula and classroom 
needs of a specific child. 
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As members of educational teams, speech-language pathologists working in 
schools contribute specialist knowledge in adapting curricula to inform 
approaches to the development of literacy in all children (SPAA, 2011).  
Furthermore, speech-language pathologists engage with teachers and 
parents to develop preventative approaches and long-term sustainable plans 
for reducing the incidence of literacy learning difficulties in children at risk of 
poor outcomes. 
 
Findings from previous research suggest that although teachers and speech-
language pathologists share goals for improving literacy outcomes, their 
partnerships are not consistently successful.  Serry (2013) identified many 
challenges experienced by speech-language pathologists working in 
educational settings. Perceived challenges included teachers’ having a 
limited understanding of the speech-language pathologist’s role and a 
theoretical divide between teachers and speech-language pathologists. Also, 
there can be teacher resistance to speech-language pathologists input into 
literacy skill development. These challenges may reflect speech-language 
pathologists limited experiences of collaboration with teachers (Serry, 2013), 
rather than a lack of shared understandings and dialogue about literacy 
teaching.  Serry’s (2013) work suggests that speech-language pathologists 
may benefit from a greater understanding of teacher’s perceptions, 
confidence and experiences in teaching literacy.  Examination of the barriers 
to teaching literacy may inform speech-language pathology practice, 
particularly when service delivery occurs within the same context as the 
teacher practice. 
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Serry’s (2013) findings highlight the need for improved professional 
relationships or communication between teachers and speech-language 
pathologists.  Better quality collaboration between teachers and speech-
language pathologists is vital for closing the gap for children with literacy 
impairment and improving their long-term life outcomes.  Obtaining 
information about teachers’ underlying beliefs, ideas and perceptions related 
to language and literacy development is a potential way forward towards 
working with teachers to improve literacy development in the school setting.  
Therefore, the current study aims to uncover the ideas, beliefs and 
perceptions of teachers, which contribute to their current classroom literacy 
practices.    
 
Teachers’ perceptions of literacy reflect shared experiences within 
educational settings and may provide speech-language pathologists with 
insights into how literacy skills can be developed in mainstream school 
settings. This information will underpin the development of collaborative 
partnerships between teachers and speech-language pathologists, within 
which the knowledge and skills of all parties are acknowledged and utilized to 
develop more effective strategies for literacy skill development.  
 
Research Approach  
This study adopts a socio-constructivist theoretical perspective that sees 
teachers and speech-language pathologists as equal partners in the 
development of literacy skills. As a qualitative descriptive study using a focus 
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group method, it seeks to provide a detailed, descriptive account of teachers’ 
knowledge, beliefs and perceptions regarding literacy development.  In 
focusing on teachers’ perceptions of factors that may impact on children’s 
literacy development the main questions being investigated in this study are: 
 What do teachers perceive are the skills that underpin literacy? 
 What barriers to facilitating language and literacy are perceived by 
teachers? 
 How confident do teachers feel in their own skills teaching literacy?   
 
Method 
 
Recruitment of Participants 
Participants were recruited through a convenience sampling process 
(Lunneborg, 2007) from two selected schools in Darwin.  The participating 
schools were selected as the result of a long standing professional 
relationship with one of the research team (not the individual researcher 
conducting focus groups) and the interest of teachers in the collaborative 
research. 
 
Recruitment was carried out via email to the principals of the two schools 
inviting their teaching staff to participate in the research study.  The email 
explained the purpose and the key aims of the study.  Principals were invited 
to circulate this information to all teachers employed at their schools. 
Teachers who verbally expressed interest in participating were then emailed 
with additional information regarding the goals of the study, along with 
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contact details if they wished to obtain further information.  Two teachers 
requested further information prior to nine teachers consenting to participate 
in the focus groups.  Further information regarding the focus groups was 
provided to these teachers on one occasion by the method of their choice 
(phone or email). 
 
School Demographics 
Schools who participated in this study were primary schools located in 
Darwin, Northern Territory, Australia.  Information collected from the 2011 
census data (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013) indicated that Darwin has 
a population of 120,586, including an indigenous population of approximately 
11,000.  21.0% of the population are children (aged 0-14 years), 35.0% of the 
population were attending an educational institution, and 72.7% of people 
speak only English in their home.  
 
Both schools in this study had an Index of Community Socio-Educational 
Advantage (ICSEA) score of 908 and 928.  ICSEA provides a means of 
comparing levels of educational advantage or disadvantage that students 
bring to their academic studies.  Every school has an ICSEA value on a scale 
which has a median of 1000 and a standard deviation of 100.  ICSEA values 
range from around 500, representing extremely disadvantaged educational 
backgrounds, to about 1300, representing schools with students with very 
advantaged educational backgrounds (ACARA, 2010).  Hence the two 
participating schools may be described as typical of the level of socio-
economic advantage that Australian students bring to their education.  
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Schools targeted in this study used both the Tribes (Tries Learning 
Community, 2014) and Kathy Walker Learning Approach (Early Life 
Foundations, 2014) in their classrooms.  Tribes Learning Communities create 
safe and caring environments in order to improve both behaviour and 
learning. Tribes is a step-by-step process to achieve specific learning 
goals.  Students are encouraged to use a set of collaborative skills so they 
can work well together in long-term groups.  Walker Learning is an Australian 
designed teaching and learning approach that aims to engage children using 
a range of strategies that individualize learning.  
 
Inclusion Criteria 
Participants were required to be university qualified teachers employed within 
the selected schools in the Darwin region.  None of the teachers who agreed 
to participate were excluded from the study. 
 
Participants 
Among the nine participating teachers included in the study, all were female, 
aged between 20-65 years, ranging in years of teaching experience from a 
new graduate to more than 30 years’ experience.  Participants reported 
having teaching experience in diverse Australian and international contexts, 
including rural, remote and urban communities.  Demographic information 
collected from participants is summarised in Table 4.1.  Each of the 
participants was assigned a pseudonym.  
 
Table 4.1 – Participant Demographic Information 
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NAME AGE QUALIFICATION YEARS 
TEACHING 
TEACHING 
POPULATION 
TEACHING 
GEOGRAPHY 
Fatimah 52+ Bachelor 
Education 
25 T-Y6 Singapore, 
Darwin 
Bronwyn 49 Bachelor of 
Education 
7 T-Y3 Darwin 
Abbey 55+ Not known 
(sufficient for 
employment with NT 
Department of 
Education) 
30 Y3-7, adult 
education 
Sydney, 
Yirrakala, 
Darwin 
Samantha 52 Bachelor of 
Education 
6 P-Y2 Darwin 
Natasha 33 Bachelor of 
Education 
(Primary) 
13 T – 7 Darwin 
Cassandra 44 Diploma in 
Education 
(Primary) 
12 P-Y7 Remote and 
urban NT 
Brooke 28 Graduate 
Diploma in 
Teaching and 
Learning – Early 
Years 
4 P-Y3 Remote and 
urban QLD 
and NT 
Melanie 33 Bachelor Arts, 
Bachelor 
Education 
9 P-Y6, 
Literacy 
Advisor 
Very remote, 
remote, 
urban, and  
central 
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Australia 
Karen 50 Bachelor of 
Education 
20 All grades, 
specialized in 
early years 
(1-3) 
Darwin 
1 
Ethics  
The study was approved by the Human Ethics Committee of the Menzies 
School of Health Research Northern Territory (HREC-2012-1760), Northern 
Territory Department of Education and Training (Ref 2012/0914) and the 
University of Sydney (Ref 15236).  Principals from selected schools provided 
a letter of support for the study. 
 
Data Collection 
 
Focus Groups:  
This study explored the individual and shared beliefs, experiences and 
perceptions of teachers.  Focus groups were chosen as the method of data 
collection in a naturalistic setting (schools).  The focus group method is a 
technique of group interview that generates data through the opinions 
expressed by participants individually and collectively (Kitzinger, 1994, 1995).  
Focus groups are an increasingly common research tool used to obtain the 
opinions, values and beliefs from an identifiable group using a facilitated 
interview technique (Kitzinger, 1994, 1995). 
                                                          
1
 
1
 In Northern Territory, Australia primary schools are from Transition (T) – Year 6.  This 
encompasses children aged approximately 4 ½ -11 years.  For teaching experience, T indicates 
Transition and P indicates Preschool (prior to transition). 
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The focus groups in this study followed a set of pre-prepared questions 
generated by the author.  Questions were formulated based on published 
research, gaps in information found in literature searches and the author’s 
professional interactions with teachers, which suggested that concepts of 
literacy are interpreted differently by different professionals.  All questions 
were piloted with an independent group of teachers prior to the focus groups. 
In this way it was possible to test out the questions and determine whether 
they were robust enough to elicit teachers’ experiences and perceptions. 
These questions (Appendix A) explored teacher ideas and perceptions about 
literacy development, their confidence regarding teaching literacy and the key 
external factors, which may influence the development of literacy skills.  
 
The focus group discussions began with a set of broad questions which 
helped the interviewer to learn more about the topic (Rubin & Rubin, 2005) 
and encouraged a more full and meaningful answer using the subject's own 
knowledge and/or feelings (e.g. What do you believe the term literacy to 
encompass?).  These questions were then followed up with narrower and 
more specific enquiries (e.g. Do you use different approaches for different 
groups of children?) and probes for further information (e.g. What do you do 
in these groups?).  This format was used to facilitate dialogue and discussion 
around each key question and between participants.   
 
Two focus groups were conducted with a total of nine participants.  
Participants were assigned to a focus group with other teachers working at 
  
 
47 
the same school.  Focus Group 1 comprised five participants; Focus Group 2 
comprised four individuals.  The focus groups were conducted on the same 
day in the two participating Darwin schools.  The rooms were furnished with 
chairs placed around a table and located in a setting with low external noise.  
Each focus group ran for approximately one hour in duration.  Focus groups 
were audio recorded using a hand held audio recorder with external 
microphone.   
 
Focus Group Interactions 
A brief description of group interactions is included as the nature of these 
interactions is essential to the focus group method (Kitzinger, 1994, 1995).  
Focus groups were facilitated by the first author who had not met participants 
previously.  Participants were given time to express their views and discuss 
ideas with the group.  The moderator facilitated contributions to the 
discussion using strategies such as repeating questions, making eye contact 
with quieter participants or directing questions at specific participants to 
facilitate their participation.  The moderator allowed participants space and 
time to speak freely without interruption, and to make online decisions 
skilfully about whether to prompt or not prompt for further information.  
Participants actively engaged with topics and contributed to the discussion.  
There were two participants (Abbey and Karen) who readily engaged and 
initiated responses, and one participant (Cassandra) who tended to agree 
with previous statements but did not frequently offer any new information.  
Humour and sarcasm were used in several instances by participants, while 
recounting their experiences and expressing opinions.  Participants showed 
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recognition of each other’s experiences, which demonstrated cohesion within 
the focus group. 
 
Transcription and Data Analysis 
The focus groups were transcribed in entirety by an external transcription 
service.  Information that identified schools or staff members was excluded.  
Participants were each assigned a pseudonym. The content of the 
transcription of both focus groups was coded and interpreted using a 
thematic analysis based on the process outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006).   
 
Transcripts were read and re-read, by the author, to ensure familiarity with 
data and identify recurring themes.  Initially the transcripts were read and key 
words were highlighted.  Table 4.2 demonstrates the process of qualitative 
analysis used, with an example of thematic development.  The keywords 
identified from the transcripts were then coded into categories.  Categories 
were generated from the data and organised the data into meaningful groups 
(Tuckett, 2005), using the participants’ own words where possible, to ensure 
the fidelity of participants’ ideas (Table 4.2).  Transcripts were consistently re-
checked during coding to facilitate consensus between all authors. 
Categories that were identified across both groups’ transcripts were coded 
into subthemes (Table 4.2).  Themes were identified when they were 
apparent across both focus groups and represented the opinions of a 
significant number (more than 50%) of participants.  This was an iterative 
process.  Themes and sub-themes were constantly reviewed and tested by 
returning to transcripts and author consensus to ensure that they reflected 
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group perceptions and that original meaning and perceptions of the 
participants was retained. 
 
Table 4.2 – Process of Thematic Analysis 
Key Word Code CATEGORY SUBTHEME THEME 
I feel confident 
but I always think 
there is so much 
more to learn.  I 
enjoy what I'm 
doing but I'd see 
that there is just 
such a wealth of 
knowledge here 
and that's part of 
the reason I want 
to be in part of the 
instruction rounds  
CONFIDENT 
 
 
LEARN 
 
 
 
 
KNOWLEDGE 
 
 
 
 
CONFIDENCE 
 
 
LEARNING 
PROCESS 
 
Facilitators 
of increased 
teaching 
confidence. 
Teachers 
are 
confident 
and 
continually 
learning. 
 
Strategies to Ensure Rigour 
As the study involved interpretation and analysis by the investigators, steps 
were taken to ensure rigour in all stages of the research.  The school setting 
met the needs of all individuals, and the focus group was facilitated by the 
first author, a communication specialist.  The moderator used strategies to 
clarify information expressed.  All information collected was used in the 
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interpretation and analysis.  Communicative validation (Flick, 2007) was used 
by inviting the participants to check transcripts of focus groups to ensure that 
information had been transcribed and represented accurately.  A decision-
making journal was logged throughout the data collection and analysis 
process. The credibility of the themes identified was established by 
triangulation with existing research and through a consensus arrived at 
among all the researchers (Silverman, 2013).  Authenticity was maintained 
by using the voices of participants directly to ensure the voices of individuals 
were heard (Denzin, 1989). 
 
Results 
 
Teachers’ perceptions of literacy include awareness of the complex skills 
required for the development of contemporary literacy, reflection upon the 
professional challenges associated with literacy instruction and concerns for 
the needs of children who are learning literacy. Findings were reported for 
three main themes: 
 
 Theme 1 – Literacy: Multifaceted and multicontextual 
 Theme 2 – Teachers: Confident and continually learning 
 Theme 3 – Children: Foundations of literacy development. 
 
All themes include sub-themes, which reflect underlying features of 
perceptions and experiences.  Participant responses have been included in 
quotation marks together with accompanying pseudonyms. 
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Theme 1: Literacy is Multifaceted and Multicontextual   
 
Sub Theme 1.1 Literacy Adapts to Context 
Participants concurred that literacy occurs in many different ways across 
many different contexts.  All participants expressed agreement about the 
varied nature of literacy and that this variation was largely due to different 
modes and contexts.  Brooke indicated that literacy was ‘across all facets of 
life’ and ‘different contexts’.  This was expanded upon by Karen who talked 
about children being able to use the appropriate ‘code’ to suit the ‘context’. 
 
Sub Theme 1.2: Communication is Essential for Literacy 
All participants indicated that communication was essential for literacy 
development.   The majority of participants (seven) used the word 
communication specifically, and the two remaining participants indicated that 
other forms of communicative interactions were closely linked to literacy, 
including Karen who defined literacy as enabling students to communicate by 
being ‘understood and being able to understand others’ and Abbey who 
perceived that literacy was ‘the ability to access information’. 
 
Many participants also described oral communication to be a highly valued 
skill in literacy development.  Fatimah perceived that literacy encompasses 
‘oral language’ skills, whilst Bronwyn and Karen both identified ‘speaking’ as 
an essential component of literacy skills. 
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Theme 2: Teachers are Confident and Continually Learning 
Five participants indicated that they felt confident in their skills teaching 
literacy. Karen and Brooke both stated ‘I feel confident’.  Several other 
participants expressed similar ideas about their confidence levels such as 
Melanie who indicated ‘I think I’m the same’. Despite being confident in 
teaching literacy, all teachers reported that teaching involved constant 
change and learning.  Abbey and Karen indicated that change resulted in 
‘new need that arises’ which requires ‘new’ practices and ideas; ‘trying 
something new’. 
 
Karen stated ‘I feel confident but I always think there is so much more to 
learn’. This was similar to Bronwyn who stated that ‘although I’m confident I 
know that there is so much more I could be doing’ and Abbey who said ‘I’m 
confident, however I don’t know everything’. 
 
Sub Theme 2.1: Meeting Challenges in Teaching Literacy 
Six participants indicated that there were constant challenges and barriers to 
their confidence in teaching literacy.  These challenges were often a part of 
the workplace, including technology, limited access to professional 
development activities and the need to provide specific targeted instructions 
for specific groups of students. 
 
Abbey indicated this view very clearly suggesting that ‘something always 
comes along to challenge you’.  The main challenges teachers raised were 
related to the needs of specific groups of students, such as the needs of non-
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English speaking children: ‘I struggle with my ESL students’ (Abbey), ‘[they] 
model the language they hear from their parents' (Bronwyn). Also noted was 
the impact of new technologies in the classroom, ‘the iPads came along   …   
I'm not that confident with them’ (Abbey). 
 
Sub Theme 2.2: Facilitators of Increased Teaching Confidence 
Five participants identified factors, which contributed to or facilitated 
increased confidence levels in teaching literacy.  Three teachers indicated 
that they had ‘significant ‘support’ which contributed to their confidence levels 
(Bronwyn, Abbey and Samantha).   
 
Samantha provided an insight into the need for support, namely ‘support in 
my classroom, resources and opportunities for me to do professional 
development’ as well as ‘personnel, like human bodies as resources for extra 
support’ (Abbey).  Cassandra indicated that ongoing ‘research’ findings 
‘assist’ in teaching literacy. 
 
Participants also acknowledged professional skills, which facilitated and 
contributed to their confidence teaching literacy, including reflection and risk 
taking.  Participants indicated that as their confidence levels increased, they 
began to reflect and sought to do better 'I always reflect and think I could 
have done better' (Samantha). This often resulted in taking some risks in 
their teaching methods, as shown by a comment from Karen, ‘I think with 
confidence too comes the awareness to take some risk’. 
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Theme 3: Foundations of Literacy Development 
The factors identified as influencing the foundations of literacy skill 
development fell into two main categories: home environment and school 
readiness. 
  
Sub Theme 3.1: Home Environment Influences Literacy 
Most (8/9) participants indicated that factors related to home environments 
played a significant role in the development of literacy skills. According to 
Abbey, ‘a lot of it has to do with home, it is a huge one’.  Within the home 
environment, the factors described as playing a role in literacy skill 
development, included ‘support’ (Bronwyn), ‘diet’ (Bronwyn) and ‘socio-
economic status’ (Melanie % Bronwyn).  Many participants indicated that 
access and exposure to language at home was another significant factor that 
impacts on literacy development.  For example, Abbey stated ‘a lot of our 
students don't come from language rich households and that impacts hugely’, 
as well as ‘there isn't that support at home’, Cassandra indicated a ‘lack of 
oral language skills in children coming to school, I’ve noticed it declining’. 
 
Sub Theme 3.2: Ready for School, Ready for Literacy 
Many participants (7/9) suggested that factors related to school readiness 
were influential in literacy skill development.  The main school factors 
identified were: ‘attendance’ (Samantha), and ‘early age of entry’ (Samantha 
and Bronwyn).  Participants identified poor school attendance, children 
commencing formal education at a young age, and for some children 
beginning transition at ‘four and a half’ (Bronwyn), as factors which 
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significantly influenced their literacy development. Some children were 
considered ‘developmentally not ready’ (Bronwyn).  Natasha stated it is a 
‘cultural thing that we have to accept’, that ‘our babies are really babied’ 
(Samantha), resulting in a lack of ‘school readiness’ (Natasha). 
 
Participants indicated that contemporary culture and societal values were not 
contributing positively to the work of teachers in children’s literacy 
development.   Participants described a ‘different attitude towards teaching 
as a profession’ (Brooke), with current society valuing the skills and 
knowledge of teachers less than in the past, and teaching is now being seen 
as ‘less and less as a professional thing’ (Brooke).  The 'discourse is 
completely different' (Melanie) and lifestyles are significantly 'busier' 
(Cassandra) in current society. Teachers felt this has led to a 'decline' 
(Cassandra) in the society’s focus on oral language and therefore literacy 
skills.  
 
‘Technology’ (Karen), including ‘ipads’ (Abbey and Samantha) and the 
‘internet’ (Abbey) were considered to impact on literacy skills, as ‘children are 
embracing technology but not with the skills to really access it effectively, 
efficiently, safely’ (Karen). 
 
Discussion 
Speech-language pathologists frequently work with teachers to facilitate 
language and literacy development in children.  A clear understanding of how 
teachers perceive language and literacy in schools will assist speech-
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language pathologists to identify and implement effective yet practical 
solutions, and to assist teachers to elevate the quality of literacy instruction 
within classrooms.   
 
This study explored teacher perceptions, and was based on the core premise 
that perceptions ultimately influence practices, and collaboration with other 
professionals, can in turn improve literacy outcomes.  In order to improve 
literacy outcomes, collaborative partnerships need to be built on an 
understanding of the knowledge and perceptions that underlie practice. 
 
The findings of Serry (2013) indicated that there were many challenges 
experienced by speech-language pathologists working in educational 
settings, and that these may be in part due to a lack of collaboration with 
teachers.  This study aims to illuminate the challenges faced by speech-
language pathologists working in schools by addressing several of the 
inhibitors identified by Serry (2013). They include factors such as the 
difference in theoretical understanding of literacy, and a limited 
understanding of the speech-language pathologist’s role. Interestingly, our 
findings suggest that speech-language pathologists and teachers share 
common literacy definitions and are working on shared goals when involved 
in teaching literacy.  
 
It would seem that as literacy is a complex, multifaceted skill, an appropriate 
starting point in developing collaborative relationships between speech-
language pathologists and teachers is with a focused discussion to ensure all 
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members of the team have an opportunity to contribute their own expertise.  
Given the wide range of skills, which are considered to constitute literacy, it is 
important to acknowledge the specific skills that all professionals have, 
including teachers and speech-language pathologists. These skills need to 
be valued within any multidisciplinary team.   
  
Given the importance that teachers have placed on the numerous modalities 
of literacy, and the significance of 'communication' as an integral component, 
it is important that these varied modalities (i.e. communication, oral and 
written) are targeted in literacy intervention.  As speech-language 
pathologists are oral language and communication specialists, their 
knowledge is of significance in the development of literacy instruction.  
Speech-language pathologists may also become involved in advocacy, as 
well as taking up a greater role in education for children’s literacy skill 
development. 
 
Speech-language pathologists and teachers agree about the need for 
integration of both oral and written language for literacy. However traditionally 
many speech-language pathologists do not incorporate written language 
goals into their therapy (ASHA, 2002), although their qualification and clinical 
knowledge provides them with the expertise to do so.  The ability of speech-
language pathologists to target written language skills, combined with 
teachers’ extensive knowledge of both written and oral language, may 
indicate an overlap in the role of these professionals.  The potential overlap 
presents an opportunity for these professionals to work together targeting a 
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variety of modalities of which they have share knowledge in order to make a 
considerable improvement in literacy outcomes. 
 
Teachers expressed a desire to seek out greater collaboration and support, 
rather than working alone. This presents a specific opportunity for speech-
language pathologists to contribute as facilitators, and in doing so help 
increase teacher confidence levels. Based on Subtheme 2.2, this can be 
achieved by providing support and professional development opportunities 
for teachers in the implementation of successful literacy practices, which 
include supporting the individual needs of children, rather than adopting a 
standard approach.  However, it is vital that when implementing this support 
and professional development, that speech-language pathologists are 
mindful of the ‘barriers’ that teachers perceive when rating their confidence 
(including targeting the curriculum for specific populations such as ESL 
children and in the use of technologies).  Suggestions for clinical practice 
may involve not making assumptions regarding technology competence, 
limiting the use of technology specific resources, providing alternative low-
tech resource options where possible, and providing adequate training in the 
use of new technology.  Improved training for teachers in the area of literacy 
skill development may indeed be an important part of collaborations and has 
been identified as an important part of collaborations and partnerships 
between speech-language pathologists and teachers (Cirrin et al 2010, 
Hartas, 2004). 
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As these findings suggest (Theme 2.2) that teachers have a positive attitude 
towards receiving support and professional development, it is essential that 
continuing education and collaborations involve both teachers and speech-
language pathologists in literacy instruction.  Hopefully, this will ensure that 
there is a wide range of shared knowledge, which will enable speech-
language pathologists to develop a more comprehensive knowledge of the 
educational curriculum.  This in turn may allow for better use of the skills of 
speech-language pathologists in school language enrichment programs or in 
early learning centres, rather than only using the traditional model of one-on-
one therapy. 
 
Implications for Current Practice – A Partnership Model 
As a result of the findings from this study, the Perceptions for Partnerships 
(PfP) model was developed to improve collaborations between speech–
language pathologists and teachers when teaching literacy. (Figure 4.1).  The 
PfP model attempts to address these issues, by drawing together key 
features which characterise successful partnerships for literacy teams 
(Staskowski and Zagaiski, 2003). These features include frequent and 
meaningful communication, understanding of others expertise, collaboration 
between team members, information sharing, staff attitudes, support from 
leadership and common professional development (Staskowski & Zagaiski, 
2003). This model provides an innovative and evidence based way of 
exploring and building partnerships between speech-language pathologists 
and teachers. As shown in Figure 4.1, the PfP model outlines three elements 
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to be used as the foundation for successful partnerships. The three elements 
are: 
1. Development of mutual understanding and respect of professional 
knowledge between professionals, which will underpin the building of 
collaborative partnerships in providing early intervention services 
2. Support provided between professionals (i.e. professional development 
opportunities) where the knowledge base and experiences of both 
groups is respected 
3. Potential for varied service delivery to provide comprehensive, effective 
services tailored to specific needs, rather than adhering to traditional 
models of intervention and without an examinational of the decision 
making process and outcome measures. 
 
This model acknowledges that teachers and speech-language pathologists 
are partners in literacy instruction, and have different but equally valued skill 
sets to contribute to improving literacy outcomes, and work in different sized 
teams.  The PfP model also attempts to provide some suggestions for 
addressing the barriers and implementing the recommendations outlined in 
previous research (Serry, 2013; McConnellogue, 2011; Ehren, Montgomery, 
Rudebusch & Whitmire, 2006).  This is illustrated in the PfP model (Figure 
4.1). 
 
Figure 4.1. - Perceptions for Partnerships (PfP) Model 
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The PfP model is based upon this premise that perceptions underpin 
practice.  There is a well-documented evidence base demonstrating the link 
between teachers’ beliefs, understanding and practices (Scull, 2009), and 
that teachers assumptions about language and learning form the basis for 
decisions about approaches to language and literacy instruction (Harste & 
Burke, 1977; Kuzborska, 2011; Richards & Rodgers, 2000).   
 
The recommendations of the PfP model are supported by previous research. 
Serry (2013) suggested that the shared goal of improving literacy outcomes 
was not on its own enough of a base on which to build successful 
partnerships.  The PfP model attempts to address the barriers identified by 
  
 
62 
Serry (2013) including a limited understanding of speech-language 
pathologist’s role and the theoretical divide, which exists between teachers 
and speech-language pathologists.  The model encourages open dialogue 
between professionals, an examination of these barriers and of the 
theoretical divides through the acknowledgement of individual knowledge 
bases and shared mutual understanding.  In this way the PfP model clearly 
identifies strategies to overcome the barriers to successful collaborative 
partnerships identified by Serry (2013).  Moreover, the PfP model is 
supported by the recommendation of McConnellogue (2011) that better 
information sharing and collaborative practices between speech-language 
pathologists and teachers could enhance the outcomes for children with both 
oral and written language needs.  The PfP model may also encourage the 
allocation of staff for the establishment of long-term sustainable relationships 
and also take into account the need for indirect services and support, which 
is supported by previous research of Ehren, Montgomery, Rudebusch, and 
Whitmire (2006).  
 
This model may be used to gain a comprehensive understanding of and 
assist with clearer communication about the school dynamic and its needs.  It 
can also be used to build the solid foundations of an interdisciplinary 
partnership well before entering the classroom and implementing a literacy 
instruction program.  Taking into account teacher perceptions and the need 
for professional development may lead to the formation of new and 
innovative service delivery models, and perhaps a greater focus on 
consultation rather than traditional one-on-one withdrawal therapy.  This 
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decision would also need to be based on sound knowledge of the school 
context and a comprehensive interpretation of students and teacher needs.  
 
Based on clinical expertise and the principles of the PfP model, some 
strategies include: 
1. Listening to teachers’ voices in order to develop a shared 
understanding of the school context and the needs of the children, as 
teachers are the experts in this environment and are most familiar with 
student needs 
2. Clarifying teachers’ knowledge base and when establishing 
partnerships clearly defining the scope of roles and expectations for a 
range of practices, to ensure that all professionals are clear about their 
role boundaries and the significant potential for overlap within literacy 
teams 
3. Consulting with educational teams to determine needs and provide 
specialised support and professional development, when required, 
based on teacher requests rather than a speech-pathologists perceived 
importance of information 
4. Developing a comprehensive knowledge of current educational 
systems, context, staff and the demographics of a school prior to 
commencing practice, and ensuring that initial contact is respectful of 
professional roles and within cultural boundaries 
5. Being aware of any potential barriers, which may hinder literacy 
instruction, and consulting with teachers within the school regularly to 
ensure that if issues are arising, they are dealt with in a timely manner, 
  
 
64 
so as not to negatively influence the outcomes of collaborative 
partnerships 
6. Providing advocacy for student needs, both within and externally to the 
school environment. This is needed when appropriate and in 
consultation with teachers to ensure that professional roles are 
respected 
7. Putting in place programs, which will encourage the formation of teams 
within the school that work with its community, which includes parents. 
There is a need to highlight the importance of early intervention and 
support the role of the home environment in developing children’s early 
literacy. 
 
Limitations of Findings and Future Directions 
The findings reported here should be interpreted with caution.  It should be 
noted that although the groups were often in agreement in their responses to 
the questions asked, they did both offer unique and original insights.  There 
were, however several potentially limiting factors.  This study involved a small 
number of participants, investigating the perceptions of nine female teachers 
from two schools.  Teachers varied in age from 28-55+ years, and had 
between 4-30 years of teaching experience.  Although teachers varied in age 
and experience, the number of participants was limited. Also to be 
considered is that teachers were participating with known colleagues in the 
same groups.  It should be taken into consideration that perhaps there may 
have been some fear of perception and judgment of ideas that were 
expressed by individuals.  Therefore it would be beneficial to replicate this 
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study in the future with larger groups of teachers from a wider and more 
diverse geographic, cultural and socio-economic base. 
 
The predominantly female group as well as the widely varied age range 
allows this group of teachers to be considered representative of some of the 
features of the Australian teaching population (McKenzie, Rowley, Weldon, & 
Murphy, 2011; McKenzie, 2012). 
  
Future Directions – What is Coming Next? 
This study investigates and examines teachers’ perceptions about literacy 
skill development and provides guidelines for building the foundations of 
collaborative partnerships that are targeting literacy instruction.  As literacy 
instruction is a dynamic process, which is constantly evolving, the next step 
is to investigate the factors which are driving these changes.  This knowledge 
will assist in developing shared knowledge and mutual understanding among 
participants in collaborations, and allow speech-language pathologists to 
have a clearer understanding of the challenges faced by teachers each day 
in the classroom.  This knowledge will underpin the development and 
expansion of collaborative partnerships that are working towards improving 
literacy outcomes. 
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Abstract 
 
This study was part of a larger project investigating how speech-language 
pathologists can be part of literacy instruction teams and work towards 
improving literacy outcomes for all children.  The aims for this study were to 
investigate what factors teachers identify as driving change in literacy 
instruction and assessment, and how teachers respond to change in the 
classroom. 
 
This was a qualitative study based on focus groups of teachers identified 
from two Darwin schools.  The two focus groups took place on the same day 
at two different Darwin primary schools.  
 
The focus groups and individual interviews were transcribed.  Data was 
interpreted by a process of thematic analysis  
 
Results of this study indicate the following themes.  There are 2 main drivers 
of change in literacy practices: systems impose top down changes, and 
individuals drive change in a bottom up manner.  Change in teaching and 
assessment procedures is ongoing and results in innovative and exciting 
practice  
 
This study indicated that literacy is a dynamic process, and is constantly 
changing and evolving (ACARA, 2010) in response to evidence based 
research (Australian Government, 2005).  These two drivers of change: 
individuals and systems drive change in opposing manners, yet striving 
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towards the same goal of improving literacy outcomes for all children.  At 
present systems as top down drivers of change are perceived as an area of 
great fluctuation due to recent change in policies and curriculum, including 
the introduction of the Nationally Consistent Collection of Data (NCCD) 
(Standing Council on School Education & Early Childhood, 2014).  Benefits 
and limitations of factors driving change are discussed, and present a 
delicate balancing act for teachers in the classroom, and also for speech-
language pathologists when becoming part of these literacy instruction 
teams.  This paper discusses in more detail the tensions which are created 
by these vying forces driving change, and the implications which must be 
considered and managed by speech-language pathologists entering the 
educational context.  A model is presented which considers these drivers of 
change as an important factor to be considered and managed when building 
better interdisciplinary partnerships. 
 
The factors driving change have many associated advantages and also 
limitations as which are discussed in detail.  As both of these drivers of 
change have both advantages and limitations, it is important that they remain 
in balance in current classroom practice.  The tension created by the need to 
balance these two opposing forces is discussed through the development of 
a model.  This model explores the factors which need to be considered by 
speech-language pathologists in the formation of high quality literacy teams 
in the dynamic school environment.  Extending the findings of Lovat and 
colleagues (Submitted for Publication), this model attempts to develop mutual 
respect and shared understandings between teachers and speech-language 
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pathologists.  This model attempts to share with speech-language 
pathologists the everyday challenges faced by teachers in a climate of rapid 
and ongoing change so that they are knowledgeable and well informed when 
entering this environment.    
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Importance of Literacy 
Literacy is an important lifelong skill underlying academic and social abilities, 
that impacts on the attainment of vocational goals (Fallon & Katz, 2011) and 
income earnings (Vignoles, De Coulon & Marcenaro-Gutierrez, 2011).  
Despite the best efforts of the Australian federal and state governments, as 
well as contributions from parents, teachers and speech-language 
pathologists, gaps between populations at high risk for reading impairment 
and good readers are not closing (Morgan, Farkas & Hibel, 2008).  Clearly, 
the need to better identify and integrate practices which predict literacy 
success in the classroom, in order to improve reading equality, remains 
important (Carson, Gillon, & Boustead, 2013).  As literacy instruction is a 
dynamic process, it is important to understand current practice but also 
explore future directions.  Literacy is now acknowledged as a complex skill 
set, involving a great deal more than simply decoding or comprehension of 
texts, and the importance of oral language being highlighted (Bercow, 2008).  
Education and teaching practices for both teachers and speech-language 
pathologists must constantly change and evolve (ACARA, 2010) in response 
to rigorous evidence based research (Australian Government, 2005).  It is 
essential that interdisciplinary partnerships are continually evaluated and 
altered to reflect changes in practices and context as they occur. 
  
Teachers and speech-language pathologists are partners in the development 
of literacy skills, and share goals for improving literacy outcomes (Serry, 
2013).  Speech-language pathologists have knowledge and expertise in the 
complex relationship between language and literacy.  Speech-language 
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pathologists are able to evaluate and remediate the language components 
that contribute to the acquisition of reading and writing skills over the course 
of literacy development (SPAA, 2011).  Speech-language pathologists are 
increasingly joining educational teams in Australia, working within schools 
and classrooms and developing professional relationships with teachers to 
enhance children’s oral language and literacy skills (Serry, 2013).   
 
Furthermore, speech-language pathologists engage with teachers and 
parents to develop preventative approaches and long term sustainable plans 
for reducing the incidence of literacy learning difficulties in children at risk of 
poor outcomes.  Hence, improving professional collaboration between 
teachers and speech-language pathologists may lead to improvements in 
children’s literacy and long-term life outcomes.  
 
Collaboration Between Speech-Language Pathologists and 
Teachers 
The Australian Senate report Prevalence of different types of speech, 
language and communication disorders and speech pathology services in 
Australia (Community Affairs References Committee, 2014) recommends the 
need for streamlined and targeted models of service delivery to improve 
processes through which people with speech, language, communication and 
literacy needs access speech-language pathology services.  Traditionally, 
speech-language pathologists have worked within existing frameworks and 
traditional models of individual and withdrawal therapy in school 
environments.  However, more recently speech-language pathologists have 
  
 
79 
explored collaborative models of service delivery with an increased focus 
upon interdisciplinary interventions (Ehren & Ehren, 2001). 
  
In order to improve the capacity of speech-language pathologists working in 
schools, Serry (2013) investigated the experiences and perspectives of 
Australian speech-language pathologists based in primary schools about 
their ability to work with low-progress readers.  Findings from this study 
indicated that speech-language pathologists face a significant number of 
barriers when joining literacy support teams in schools.  These barriers 
included time constraints, resistance from educational colleagues, and a 
theoretical divide about literacy between educators and speech-language 
pathologists. Recommendations from (Serry, 2013) to enhance the capacity 
of school based speech-language pathologists in implementing high quality 
literacy intervention include aiming to create a clearer role definition, 
professional advocacy and support, and increasing collaboration between 
professionals.  These strategies will contribute to more effective 
communication between teachers and speech-language pathologists and 
therefore improved professional relationships.  This will enable literacy teams 
to work cohesively towards the joint goal of closing the gap for children with 
literacy impairment.  Therefore, the current study aims to uncover the 
perceptions of teachers regarding the drivers and impact of change in 
classroom literacy practices, which will facilitate the collaboration required for 
the development of high quality literacy teams. 
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Lovat, Purcell, Kenny, and Wilks (Submitted for Publication) investigated 
teachers’ perceptions of factors impacting on literacy development, barriers 
to literacy and language, and teacher confidence in teaching literacy.  
Teachers’ perceptions of literacy included awareness of the complex skills 
required for contemporary literacy, reflection upon the professional 
challenges associated with literacy and concerns for the needs of children 
who are learning literacy.  Findings from this study were used to develop the 
Perceptions for Partnerships (PfP) model which outlines guiding principles to 
be used as foundations for successful collaborative partnerships.  This model 
acknowledges that teachers and speech-language pathologists are partners 
in literacy instruction, and have different but equally valued skill sets to 
contribute to improving literacy outcomes.  The model is based upon a 
premise that perceptions underpin practice (NSW Department of Education & 
Training, 2010).  It identifies that the main elements in building successful 
partnerships for improving children’s literacy are: 
1. Development of mutual understanding and respect of professional 
knowledge between professionals which will underpin the building of 
collaborative partnerships in providing early intervention services 
2. Support provided between professionals (i.e. professional development 
opportunities) 
3. Potential for varied service delivery to provide comprehensive, effective 
services tailored to specific needs. 
 
The PfP model provides an innovative, evidence based way of exploring the 
perceptual foundations underlying partnerships between speech-language 
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pathologists and teachers.  However, due to the dynamic nature of literacy 
and the ongoing change which occur, successful literacy partnerships must 
be able to recognise, evaluate and alter accordingly. 
 
Lovat et al. (Submitted for Publication) found that teachers are making 
modifications to their literacy instruction to facilitate improved outcomes for 
specific populations.  The standardisation and documentation of 
modifications is being mandated by the Australian Government through the 
Nationally Consistent Collection of Data (NCCD) on School Students with 
Disability.  This is a new approach to effectively collect and use data for 
students that require accommodations and adjustment of the curriculum in 
order for students to learn most effectively (Standing Council on School 
Education & Early Childhood, 2014).  Australian state governments have also 
prescribed literacy programs and guidelines which attempt to further 
standardise approaches to teaching and assessing literacy.  An example of 
this in NSW is the Language, Learning and Literacy (L3) program (NSW 
Department of Education & Communities, 2011).    
 
Data from 2000-2013 indicates that literacy outcomes have not improved by 
any significant amount (Thomson, De Bortoli & Buckley, 2012).  When 
considering this, it is evident that change is necessary in order to ensure 
improved outcomes for all children (Community Affairs References 
Committee, 2014), as well as to ensure that knowledge is translated into 
classroom practice.  For most teachers, literacy instruction occurs within the 
education system which means that the classroom practices that teachers 
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are able to implement are constrained by this system.  In order for speech-
language pathologists to comprehensively understand existing practices, it is 
essential that the education department systems and practices are also given 
some consideration.   
 
In the current climate of ongoing and rapid change in educational practices, it 
is important to investigate the forces which are driving change, as well as the 
impact upon classroom literacy practices and outcomes.  To ensure that 
collaborative partnerships are able to extend into the future it is essential that 
they are tailored and appropriate for formal education systems, and cater to 
the changing needs of the community and children in the classroom.  There 
is some evidence that explores the barriers to these partnerships and initial 
exploration into the strategies which will facilitate these partnerships (Ehren & 
Ehren, 2001; Serry, 2014).  Yet the research into strategies for facilitating 
and building collaborative partnerships is somewhat lacking. 
 
This study adopts a theoretical perspective that teachers and speech-
language pathologists are equal partners in the development of literacy skills 
who perceive children through different lenses based upon their professional 
skills and expertise. This grounds the study in a socio-constructivist approach 
whereby teachers are sharing knowledge (Palinscar, 1998), and meaning is 
constructed through their shared knowledge, training, practice and 
experience with a constantly changing curriculum.  Listening to the voices of 
teachers is essential in order to understand the unique features of the school 
context.  In order to understand the impact on collaborative partnerships and 
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ultimately literacy outcomes, it is useful to understand the different drivers of 
change that are occurring.   
 
Speech-language pathologists will benefit from learning more about the 
changing educational environment to ensure that the services being provided 
are responsive to changes, and that practices complement changes in 
literacy instruction.  Teachers’ perceptions of factors driving change obtained 
from this study will underpin the development of successful collaborative 
partnerships between teachers and speech-language pathologists, not just 
for the present, but also looking forward to the future. 
  
Research Approach 
This qualitative descriptive study will provide a detailed, descriptive account 
of teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and perceptions regarding literacy 
development.  The research paradigm is interpretive with a focus group 
methodology (Grudens-Schuck, Lundy Allen & Larson, 2004). This study is 
part of a comprehensive project that is investigating the oral language and 
literacy practices and outcomes in Darwin schools. This current study builds 
upon findings reported about teacher perceptions (Lovat, Purcell, Kenny & 
Wilks, Submitted for Publication) and investigates the factors driving change 
and the impacts upon classroom practices. The aim of the current study is to 
provide teachers and speech pathologists with a set of guidelines for building 
successful, ongoing collaborative relationships, which result in improved 
student outcomes. 
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The main two questions being investigated in this study are: 
1. What factors do teachers identify as driving change in literacy 
instruction and assessment?  
2. How do teachers respond to change in the classroom? 
 
Method  
The focus groups were conducted within a context of significant forthcoming 
change in the education system, with the impending introduction of the 
Australian Curriculum (ACARA, 2010).  Teachers were aware of this 
upcoming change and it was a consistent topic throughout the focus groups. 
 
The focus groups in this study were the same groups as those discussed in 
Study 1 (Lovat et al., Submitted for Publication).  For further details about the 
method including participant information, recruitment, school demographics 
and focus group interactions, please see Study 1. 
 
Researchers 
The first author, who was responsible for planning, conducting and analysing 
the focus groups, is a speech-language pathologist with approximately four 
years clinical experience.  The first author has professional experience in 
assessment and intervention of children with speech and language disorders 
in both privately funded clinic settings and within schools. 
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Ethics 
The study was approved by the Human Ethics Committee of the Menzies 
School of Health Research Northern Territory (HREC-2012-1760), Northern 
Territory Department of Education and Training (Ref 2012/0914) and the 
University of Sydney (Ref 15236).  Principals from selected schools provided 
a letter of support for the study. 
 
Transcription and Data Analysis 
Recordings of the focus groups were transcribed by an external transcription 
service, and identifying information was removed.  Pseudonyms were 
assigned to all participants. 
 
The transcripts were coded and interpreted using the process of thematic 
analysis outlined in Braun and Clarke (2006).  The first author read and re-
read transcripts to identify recurring information throughout.  
 
Table 5.1 demonstrates the process of qualitative analysis used in this part of 
the study with an example of thematic development.  Initially the transcripts 
were read and key words were highlighted (e.g. kinesthetic).   
 
Table 5.1 – Process of Qualitative Analysis 
PROCESS EXAMPLE of TEXT 
Identify Key Words So looking at kinesthetic visual, 
looking at rhythm and rhyme and 
beat is – they’re all strategies you 
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can use. 
Code key words Kinesthetic 
Visual 
Strategies 
Codes grouped into categories  
Informal Methods Of Modification 
 
Subthemes generated  
Drivers of Change: Individuals 
Themes generated  
Change in teaching and assessment 
procedures is ongoing and results in 
in innovative and exciting practice. 
 
 
The keywords identified from transcripts were then coded into categories 
(e.g. the keywords kinaesthetic, visual, strategies were grouped together into 
a category named ‘Informal Methods of Modification’ because each of the 
key words reflected this.  Data was grouped into categories which placed the 
data in meaningful groups (Tuckett, 2005).  Transcripts were consistently re-
checked during coding to ensure that content was grouped and original 
meaning retained.  Consensus between all authors was achieved when 
developing themes. Categories that were identified across both groups’ 
transcripts were coded into subthemes (e.g. ‘informal modifications’ were 
considered a result of ‘individual drivers of change’).  Themes were identified 
  
 
87 
when they were apparent across both focus groups and represented the 
opinions of a significant number (more than 50%) of participants.  Data 
analysis was an iterative process whereby themes and sub-themes were 
continuously reviewed.  Authors reviewed transcripts and reached consensus 
to ensure that meaning was maintained, and themes reflected the 
perceptions of the participants. 
 
 
Results 
The findings reported here were grouped around two main themes - 
addressing the drivers of change, as well as the ongoing nature of change 
and the resulting innovative practices.  These two themes each included two 
sub-themes.  The themes and sub-themes reflect overall practices and 
perceptions described by teachers from both focus groups: 
 Theme 1 – Drivers of Change 
 Subtheme 1.1 - Drivers of Change: Systems  
 Subtheme 1.2 - Drivers of Change: Individuals 
 Theme 2 - Change in teaching and assessment procedures is ongoing 
and results in innovative and exciting practice  
 Subtheme 2.1 - Impact of Change: Improvements 
 Subtheme 2.2 - Impact of Change: Risks. 
 
Theme 1: Drivers of Change 
A consistent theme which emerged from all participants was that classroom 
literacy practices, particularly those relating to assessment are subject to 
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constant evaluation and subsequently change.  These changes in literacy 
teaching and assessment practices were described as being driven by two 
main influences.  The first driver relates to systems that teachers are 
expected to follow, for example the curriculum that is taught.  Based on 
participant discussion, systems are defined as a set of interacting or 
interdependent components forming an integrated whole.  In this study the 
systems referred to are the Australian federal and state governments and 
individual schools. The participants considered that these systems appear to 
drive change in a top down manner, meaning that a system is looked at as a 
whole. The second driver for change in literacy teaching and assessment 
related to the individual teachers, their classroom and their students. 
Individuals seem to instigate change from a bottom up perspective which 
looks at individual components which exist together within the larger system.  
Subthemes reflect these two main drivers of change: systems and 
individuals. 
 
Subtheme 1.1: Systems as Drivers of Change 
It was indicated by Samantha and non-verbally agreed with by others that the 
'government' was often quite a significant driver of change.  Four participants 
(Natasha, Samantha, Bronwyn, Karen) indicated that the government made 
things 'very different' as a result of changing the 'curriculum'.  System wide 
tools used to measure and drive change were identified as ‘benchmarks’ 
(Brooke) and ‘milestone meeting’ (Karen).  This theme indicated that 
government was seen as implementing changes in both teaching and 
assessment practices in order to standardise measures for monitoring 
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performance.  It appeared that these systems were in fact attempting to put 
in place processes and procedures to clearly define expectations for literacy 
instruction in order to ensure consistency and equity for all learners. 
 
Karen felt that the emphasis of this change was often to ensure that teachers 
were 'working together looking at how the school is moving forward rather 
than just each teacher looking at individual children's progress'.  This 
indicates the perception of the school as a system which drives change. 
 
Subtheme 1.2: Individuals as Drivers of Change 
Our study showed that individuals are often the drivers of change in practices 
within the classroom.  These individuals can be both children and teachers, 
and in fact it is often a combination of these two groups that necessitates and 
implements change in practices. Abbey and Samantha clearly articulated that 
literacy intervention is targeted to specific populations through ‘differentiated 
learning’ and indicated that its use was widespread ‘it’s almost mandatory 
that we use different approaches for different children, individual teaching 
and learning’ (Abbey). Teachers named various groups of children who often 
instigated and necessitated change in classroom practices for literacy 
instruction.  Karen, Samantha and Natasha indicated that these children 
were primarily ‘ESL student(s)’ and Samantha added as well as ‘Aboriginal 
students'.  These children were considered to be at risk for literacy 
difficulties, causing teachers to make modifications in an attempt to ensure 
improved outcomes.   
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Teachers indicated various methods of modifying both teaching and 
assessment practices.  Modifications suggested for these target populations 
include checking for understanding (Samantha), kinaesthetic, movement and 
role play (Karen) as well as visual cues (Karen).  Karen indicated that not one 
‘particular program’ was used, rather it was ‘strategies that you employ’, 
‘using different approaches and coming in at different angles’.  Brooke added 
‘you have to be able to step back a little… there’s got to be a different way’, 
and that the modifications had to be individualised, it is not a one size fits all 
approach ‘it’s got to be for them… it’s got to be adapted’.  Samantha 
indicated that it was about ‘modifying the program to better suit them’. 
 
Many of these modifications and changes to practices appeared to be 
informal, and in this respect often varied largely depending on the teacher 
and their own experiences and knowledge.  Abbey indicated that ‘it’s different 
for each class, for each teacher’, and Bronwyn suggested that this was 
related to ‘different understandings’. 
 
Teachers from only one focus group identified the need for modification in 
service delivery models to provide support for specific populations when 
providing literacy instruction. Abbey suggested that ‘individual student 
support’, with Natasha adding ‘group’ assistance, were current methods 
which were being used in their classrooms. 
  
Teachers also indicated the use of many methods of informal literacy skilll 
measurement within the classroom.  Myah said that it was done through 
  
 
91 
‘incidental reading’ for ‘running records’ and ‘oral language’.    Brooke 
expanded on this, saying that there ‘is a lot of anecdotal stuff’.  Cassandra 
added that outcomes were ‘constantly being reviewed’ and children were 
assessed through ‘both records and observations’. 
 
Theme 2: Change in Teaching and Assessment Procedures  
An overarching theme consistent across both focus groups was that changes 
and modifications when teaching and assessing literacy are on-going in the 
classroom.  This creates a dynamic and constantly evolving environment for 
teachers.  This will present some risks, but can also result in new and 
innovative practices. Three participants indicated that measurement of 
literacy skills is an on-going process.  Cassandra indicated that it is 
‘constantly being reviewed’.  Natasha suggested that the measurement of 
literacy skills was a continuous process with the collection of ‘samples over 
time’, and elaborating with ‘It’s on-going’. A majority of teachers indicated that 
there were both improvements and risks associated with change in practices. 
 
Subtheme 2.1: Impact of Change - Improvements 
Seven participants across both focus groups were in agreement that change 
was in fact beneficial, and often resulted in many improvements and positive 
new practices.  For instance, change was seen by Karen as a 'useful' tool, 
and 'something that can be used as a collective to look at where we're going 
with our strategies and where are the gaps'.  It was also suggested by Myah 
that teachers have been able to 'engage with how it (data / change) can be a 
tool'. 
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Karen, Brooke and Myah indicated that change resulted in 'progress', Myah 
also added 'growth', and 'difference' was suggested by Brooke, Abbey and 
Samantha.  Brooke suggested that a positive impact was 'changing the 
emphasis’ and Karen added through a 'healthy use of data'. Other potential 
impact of change were the opportunity to ‘enrich’ (Abbey) teaching practices, 
and provide a program that is ‘rigorous’ (Samantha, Bronwyn) and 
‘comprehensive’ (Abbey).  It is also apparent that teachers thought that 
change presented the opportunity for ‘discussion’ (Karen), working ‘together’ 
(Karen) as a ‘collective’ (Karen, Myah). 
 
Subtheme 2.2: Impact of Change - Risks 
Although change was perceived to have many potential benefits, it also 
appeared to be viewed with some concern and trepidation by seven 
participants (the same 7 participants who also discussed the benefits of 
change) due to the potential pitfalls and associated risks. Samantha and 
Brooke expressed their overwhelming concern that change would result in 
'prescriptive' services.  Abbey expressed significant concerns that change 
would result in a 'one size fits all' approach, with the use of 'differentiated 
learning' becoming less available. Following on from this, teachers were also 
concerned that assessment practices would become about 'ticking boxes' 
(Brooke and Myah) and 'milestone meeting' (Brooke and Karen), and would 
focus on the 'performance' (Brooke) rather than the 'progress' of children 
(Karen, Myah, Brooke and Bronwyn), and that for many of the children in 
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their classrooms this would not be an accurate indication of what had been 
occurring on an everyday basis. 
 
Teachers also expressed concern about individuals as drivers of change, and 
how they could ensure that they were tailoring teaching practices to meet 
children’s needs.  Natasha expressed that she often felt ‘guilt’, that she could 
do ‘better’ in juggling the differing ‘levels’ in the classroom. Melanie and 
Abbey agreed, and Abbey elaborated, saying she was always striving to do 
‘better’ for all of the children in the classroom. 
 
Discussion 
The aims of this study were to explore factors teachers identified as driving 
change in literacy instruction, as well as how teachers responded to change 
in the classroom.  Overall teachers identified 2 main drivers of change: 
systemic and individual factors.  Teachers highlighted the ongoing nature of 
change and the resulting innovative practices.   
 
Drivers of Change 
All participants reported that classroom literacy practices are in fact 
changing.  This response is consistent with the literature which indicates 
literacy is a dynamic process, and is constantly changing and evolving 
(ACARA, 2010) in response to evidence based research (Australian 
Government, 2005). A number of factors were identified that drive change 
when teaching literacy. Themes 1.1 and 1.2 indicate that teachers perceive 
both systems and individuals to be key drivers of change to literacy practices 
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in the classroom.  Theme 1.1 outlines that the first driver relates to systems 
that teachers are expected to follow (e.g. curriculum that is taught).  These 
systems appear to drive change in a top down manner, meaning that a 
system is seen as a whole, and change is seen as being imposed through a 
more global, uniform process with standardised processes and policies.  
Theme 1.2 indicates that the second driver for change in literacy teaching 
and assessment relates to the individual teachers, their classroom and their 
students. Individuals appeared to drive change from a bottom up perspective 
by looking at individual components existing together within the larger 
system.  This is a classroom based driver that is more sensitive to the 
knowledge and experience of teachers implementing policies as well as the 
needs of the students which are affected by policies. 
 
It appears that top down changes are perceived as being an area of great 
fluctuation due to recent change in policies and curriculum.  The bottom up 
drivers of change, whilst being more varied in their implementation, appear to 
be more stable in their use within the classroom.  These drivers may also be 
harder to change as they often depend on a large number of individuals 
rather than one governing body, and they are dependent on the attitudes and 
experiences of the individuals implementing the drivers. 
 
The factors driving change have many associated advantages and also 
limitations as shown in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 below.  These were derived from 
teachers’ responses in Themes 2.1 and 2.2. 
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Table 5.2 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Top-Down Drivers of 
Change 
ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
Consistency in approaches and 
teaching instruction 
Lack of individuality in approaches to 
modification 
Equity for all learners regardless of 
location, demographics etc. 
May not draw on specific skills sets of 
specialised staff 
More time effective in that specific 
modifications do not need to be 
created for every individual child 
Limits the scope for other 
professionals (including speech-
language pathologists) to provide 
support 
Structure associated with these 
changes makes navigation for 
outside professionals (including 
speech-language pathologists) 
easier, and ensures that the support 
provided by these professionals is 
consistent and equitable 
 
Provides a range scope for speech-
language pathologists to provide 
support 
 
 
Table 5.3 – Advantages and Disadvantages of Bottom-Up Drivers of 
Change 
ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
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Allows for specialised support 
tailored to individual needs 
Can be time consuming 
Sensitive to unique situations in the 
classroom 
Approaches and modification may be 
inconsistent between teachers and 
locations 
Scope for speech-language 
pathologists to provide support is 
often determined by individual 
teachers based on student needs 
Modifications rely heavily on the 
varying skills sets and engagement of 
individual teachers 
 
As both of these drivers of change have both advantages and limitations, it is 
important that they remain in balance in current classroom practice. 
 
Tensions 
The Building Better Partnerships (BBP) Model (Figure 5.1) has been 
developed based on the themes raised by teachers in order to understand 
the vying various forces which drive change in literacy instruction.  This 
model provides a new and evidence based perspective exploring the factors 
influencing the change in literacy instruction as perceived by teachers.  This 
model is innovative and exciting for speech-language pathologists, given the 
increasing number of speech-language pathologists working within the 
foreign and at times of confusing school environment and form long term 
collaborative partnerships.  There is much evidence to support the inclusion 
of speech-language pathologists as part of educational teams targeting 
literacy in the school environment (SPAA, 2011; Dockrell, Lindsay & Palikara, 
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2011; Fallon & Katz 2011; Serry, 2013).  However, Serry (2013) identified 
that these attempts to form collaborative partnerships are often not 
particularly successful.  Lovat and colleagues (Submitted for Publication) 
have suggested that in order to build more collaborative partnerships, mutual 
respect and shared understandings are essential.  This model attempts to 
share with speech-language pathologists the everyday challenges faced by 
teachers in a climate of rapid and ongoing change so that they are 
knowledgeable and well informed when entering this environment.    
 
Figure 5.1 – Building Better Partnerships (BBP) Model 
 
 
The BBP Model presents the two opposing drivers of change as opposite 
ends of a balance.  This model acknowledges that teachers perceive two 
opposing drivers of change, which are ultimately striving towards the same 
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goal of improved literacy outcomes.  The model also indicates the fine 
balancing act required everyday by teachers in order to achieve maximum 
benefits, whilst balancing risk of both drivers. 
 
The BBP model presents the drivers of change at the base level, which then 
creates unique advantages and disadvantages.  It is the fine balance 
between these advantages and limitations that speech-language pathologists 
must be aware of, and be knowledgeable about, in order to build more 
successful collaborations. 
 
Speech-language pathologists need to ensure that they have a clear and 
comprehensive understanding of the forces driving change, and the potential 
implications presented in the BBP model.  This knowledge will present both 
speech-language pathologists and teachers with the opportunity to build 
partnerships, which will be successful in the present, but also acknowledge 
the dynamic nature of literacy instruction. This should allow for adaptations 
and modifications to ensure that collaborative literacy teams remain relevant 
into the future. 
 
It is apparent that the two identified drivers of change, whilst working towards 
the same goal, improving literacy outcomes, are actually oppositional.  
Systems as drivers of change are endeavouring to ensure consistency and 
uniformity of approach, whereas individual drivers are attempting to 
individualise and tailor approaches to specific needs.  Theme 1.1 identified 
by the teachers indicated that systems driving change are attempting to put 
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into place processes, which will regulate literacy practices, and ensure 
consistency in approaches for all children.  However, teachers indicate in 
Theme 1.2 that they are driven as individuals by the needs of the children in 
their classroom and they make these adjustments on an individual case-by-
case basis.  The system is working in a top down manner, whereas the 
individuals are working in a bottom up manner.  Whilst endeavouring to reach 
the same goal of improving literacy outcomes for all learners, they are going 
about this task using oppositional methods.  In an ideal scenario, it would be 
optimal to have these two drivers working in harmony with one another: top 
down drivers addressing issues of equity of access and quality control, whilst 
bottom up drivers ensuring that policies are interpreted in a way which meets 
the needs of individuals and communities.  Speech-language pathologists 
are able to assist in advocating for a balanced environment by considering 
both top down and bottom up factors when engaging in partnerships and 
planning literacy intervention programs. They are ensuring that all learners 
have access to quality intervention but individualising support to cater for 
individual learning styles and needs. 
 
When these two oppositional drivers of change are not working in harmony, 
and in fact are unbalanced, this will cause tension for teachers within the 
classroom.  Teachers in the focus group indicated that they were feeling this 
tension, stating that they are ‘in a very big quandary at the moment’ 
(Samantha), and were finding it ‘hard’ (Abbey), and that at times they ‘get 
frustrated’ (Brooke).  Therefore it is important for a speech-language 
pathologist to ensure that they understand the teacher’s roles and 
  
 
100 
responsibilities in order to not upset the balance of these two drivers in 
everyday classroom practice.  This can be particularly important when 
suggesting new and innovative programs and models - to ensure that they 
are not causing conflict or are discordant with existing programs and 
procedures, and do not place an unnecessary burden on the teacher in terms 
of time, resources or workload. 
 
Response to Tension 
The teachers in this study responded to changes in literacy instruction in 
different ways.  Teachers indicated that systems are at present the most 
significant driver of change, but that this is quite concerning due to the push 
for standardisation and uniformity of instruction which can result in a lack of 
individualisation.  Teachers appeared more comfortable with individual 
drivers of change as they encourage the tailoring of programs to cater for 
individual needs.  
 
Due to the tension created between the two drivers, a teacher’s position may 
at times feel difficult. This tension may explain why teachers occasionally 
perceive change as a risk more than a benefit as indicated in Theme 2.2.  
This may then put teachers at risk of falling back on familiar and comfortable 
practices rather than responding to change in a positive manner.  The 
speech-language pathologist may be able to assist teachers adapt to change 
in teaching literacy by always considering both the benefits and the risks of 
any change. As the goal of many of these drivers of change seems to be 
addressing quality of literacy instruction practice, speech-language 
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pathologists can also be advocates for the evaluation of change in 
procedures to ensure the efficacy of new practices, and encourage the 
utilisation of tension for the purposed of supporting creativity and the 
development of new and innovative ideas.  Through evaluation of new 
procedures, there will be clear evidence available for teachers to support 
change and perhaps rationalise new and innovative choices, ideally making 
teachers feel more comfortable with these changes.  This may also 
encourage teachers to evaluate their own practices on a regular basis for the 
purpose of quality assurance. 
 
Perceptions Influencing Practices 
Another factor to be considered is that perceptions influence the response to 
change.  The responses of teachers indicate that practices reflect 
perceptions that literacy is a complex skill set, and therefore literacy 
instruction is also a complex process.  This is further supported by research 
indicating that teachers make decisions about classroom practices based on 
their theoretical beliefs and perceptions (Kuzborska, 2011; Richards & 
Rodgers, 2000). 
 
Teachers’ perceptions of change and the associated risks and benefits are of 
utmost importance in considering responses to change and how these may 
be managed in the classroom.  Evidence suggests that teachers who 
perceive more value in change are more likely to embrace them in their 
everyday practices (NSW Department of Education & Training, 2010) and 
acknowledge the potential risks in doing so, but proceed anyway.  Overall, 
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the teachers in this study appeared to be quite balanced in their perceptions 
of change.  
 
Clinical Implications For Speech-Language Pathologists 
In teaching literacy, teachers appear to be compelled by two main drivers of 
change in how to teach and assess literacy. Knowledge about these drivers, 
especially the potential implications, both positive and negative, of change in 
literacy practice is of utmost importance to speech-language pathologists 
who work with teachers within the classroom.  Speech-language pathologists 
need a thorough understanding of current systems in place for teaching and 
assessing literacy. This then presents the opportunity to understand the 
impact of new systems in the classroom for teachers and children.  This 
knowledge will assist in reducing the theoretical and practical divide between 
teachers and speech-language pathologists identified by Serry (2013).  It is 
then the role of the speech-language pathologist to reflect on the impact of 
change and tensions on the collaborative relationships formed between 
professionals.   Moreover, it may improve a speech-language pathologist’s 
role in understanding any changing systems and how they can best address 
this with teachers prior to working with them and the children in their 
classrooms. 
 
Speech-language pathologists need to possess a specific set of skills and 
knowledge in order to successfully adapt to the changes in literacy 
perceptions and practices.  This includes an in-depth understanding of how 
both individuals and systems influence and respond to change, and the 
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potential difficulties that this can cause.  Speech-language pathologists must 
strive to build relationships with individuals, especially teachers, using the 
principles of Lovat, Purcell, Kenny & Wilks (Submitted for Publication) to 
ensure that partnerships are mutually respectful and collaborative.  These 
partnerships could potentially be a strength for speech-language pathologists 
working in schools, and a pathway and source of knowledge to better 
understand the systems which are driving change.  Speech-language 
pathologists must also be aware of the constantly changing school 
environments in which they are working, and continually re-evaluate their 
own knowledge and perceptions in order to ensure that it is still current and 
relevant. 
 
Speech-language pathologists are perhaps better equipped to deal with 
bottom up factors driving change as they tend to have much more access to 
individuals driving change (teachers and children), and are able to see in 
everyday practice how tailoring therapy and instruction to individual needs 
works and is successful.  It is important, however, that speech-language 
pathologists are making modifications and changes based on all the drivers 
that are at play (e.g. schools, government regulations).  For this reason, 
speech-language pathologists need to engage with all drivers of change by: 
1. Liaising with school leadership on a regular basis 
2. As a profession, ensuring that speech-language pathologists are 
involved in and well informed regarding policy and curriculum 
modifications 
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3. Develop open, collaborative partnerships with teachers prior to entering 
the classroom 
4. Discuss expectations and the scope of roles for teachers and speech-
language pathologists regularly 
5. Ensure that when making modifications in literacy instruction that the 
needs of the students remain paramount, whilst working within policy 
and curriculum guidelines. 
 
The top down factors driving change are perhaps an area that speech-
language pathologists need to more thoroughly and actively seek out 
information and understand. This is in order to ensure that they are able to 
provide advice and education for teachers based on a sound knowledge of 
existing systems.  Speech-language pathologists should also advocate for 
children at a government level, as this is perceived to be where large scale 
change is driven from (Hudson Global, 2005; Timperley & Phillips, 2003).   
 
At a school level, speech-language pathologists can develop relationships in 
order to bring about and respond to change.  This can be done by 
appropriately investigating and seeking out information prior to entering a 
classroom, to ensure that adequate background information is known about 
systems before becoming acquainted with individuals. At the same time, also 
ensuring that recommendations made and practices implemented by speech-
language pathologists are appropriate, given the expectations of all parties. 
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Another consideration for speech-language pathologists working in school 
environments is to be respectful of the knowledge base and perceptions of 
teachers (Lovat, Purcell, Kenny & Wilks, Submitted for Publication), and to try 
to appropriately balance the vying tensions between the top down and 
bottom up drivers of change.  As mentioned above speech-language 
pathology practice is generally more closely linked with bottom up 
perspectives in that there is extensive individualisation of services based on 
specific needs.  Direct literacy instruction, as well as any recommendations 
that are provided to children and teachers, should be carefully considered 
given the fine balancing act of these factors driving change, and the pressure 
that they put upon teachers in both the planning and implementation of 
instruction. 
 
Overall, speech-language pathologists must be aware of and resilient to 
opposition to change and new practices.  This awareness will present an 
opportunity for speech-language pathologists to reflect on the impact of 
change and tensions, and after understanding the sources of opposition, 
enable them to respond accordingly and appropriately. 
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This thesis explores teachers’ perceptions of literacy and develops principles for 
speech-language pathologists to use when working with teachers in school settings. 
The qualitative research approach used has identified teachers’ perceptions of 
literacy and the complex context in which literacy instruction occurs.  Findings from 
two studies were used in the development of two innovative models for collaboration 
that may be used in building successful, sustainable partnerships.  These models 
provide a set of strategies to support speech-language pathologists and teachers to 
work together towards the joint goal of improving literacy outcomes for all children.  
 
The two focus groups provided the opportunity to consider teacher perspectives on 
the teaching of literacy and the drivers of change in teaching practice.   This is a 
particularly important feature of this thesis, given the well documented impact of 
perceptions on practices (Harste & Burke, 1977; Kuzborska, 2011; Richards & 
Rogers, 2001).  Teacher voices have been drawn on to form recommendations for 
successful practices when forming literacy teams.  The themes analysed have 
reflected teacher perceptions of literacy instruction within a dynamic education 
system.  These themes may be influenced by the focus group participants who were 
experienced in collaboration and had worked with speech-language pathologists 
previously (Study 1).  The focus groups also took place at a time when change was 
occurring rapidly with the introduction of the national curriculum, and this may have 
brought to the forefront the theme of change and the classroom as a dynamic 
environment (Study 2).  These themes may also have been influenced by the 
experience of any of the focus group participants of collaborations and any prior 
work with speech-language pathologists.   
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This research addresses two main issues in clinical practice.  The first issue is the 
growing role of speech-language pathologists in literacy and in school settings 
(ASHA, 2002; SPAA, 2011; Community Affairs References Committee, 2014).  The 
second issue is the evidence that current practices may not be meeting the needs of 
teachers, speech-language pathologists or children (Ehren & Ehren, 2001; Serry, 
2013).  This thesis is the first of its kind to explore teacher perceptions in order to 
develop principles for collaboration and focus on the external factors, which often 
create change and tension in the literacy instruction process.   
 
The findings from this thesis are powerful as they provide further insight into the 
different factors that influence literacy development in individual children. These 
findings become even more relevant as they form the basis of two models that 
support collaborations between teachers and speech-language pathologists.  As 
such they may be considered valuable tools for clinical practice in school settings.  
The PfP and BBP models offer teachers, speech-language pathologists and other 
professionals a number of strategies that can be useful in fostering a smoother and 
well-grounded transition for other professionals entering into school environments.  
These strategies are relevant in the current educational environment, but will also be 
relevant to address future changes, thus helping ensure that speech-language 
pathology practice remains relevant despite changes.   
 
Contribution of Chapter 4 – Shared Perceptions of Literacy and the 
PfP Model 
Speech-language pathologists have a key role in literacy instruction.  This study 
supports previous findings which highlight the complexity of children’s literacy 
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acquisition (ACARA, 2010; Campbell, 1990; Queensland Curriculum & Assessment 
Authority, 2014; Wickert, 1989).   A key theme from the focus groups was the 
identification of literacy as a complex, multifaceted and multicontextual skill.  Literacy 
was considered to be a highly variable skill due to the large variation 'across all 
facets of life' and the need to use different codes to suit the 'context' (Brooke).  
Communication was considered an integral component of literacy development by all 
participants, and also supported by previous research (ACARA, 2010).  This is a 
significant consideration as it directly impacts speech-language pathologists who 
have a clearly defined role in communication development and remediation and 
therefore by extension, literacy outcomes (SPAA, 2011).  This supports a growing 
body of literature involving speech-language pathologists as integral members of 
school-based literacy instruction teams (Serry, 2013; SPAA, 2011).  As members of 
literacy teams, speech-language pathologists also have a strong professional identity 
as language experts and consultant specialists.   
 
The Perceptions for Practice (PfP) model was developed in response to the need for 
successful, sustainable collaborative practice between teachers’ and speech-
language pathologists in literacy instruction.  As indicated by previous research 
(Serry, 2013; Ehren & Ehren, 2001), there is a desire by both professional groups to 
form sustainable collaborative partnerships, however, due to many barriers these 
partnerships are often not optimal.  The main barriers identified are a limited 
understanding by teachers about the scope of a speech-language pathologists role 
in literacy (Ehren & Ehren, 2001; Serry, 2013) and the mismatch in theoretical 
understanding between teachers and speech-language pathologists (Serry, 2013).  
Also to be considered are the varying methods of providing services and the timing 
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and location of services (Ehren & Ehren, 2001; Serry, 2013).  Final considerations 
are the barriers related to the varying nature of training between teachers and 
speech-language pathologists (Serry, 2013) and the lack of clearly articulated 
boundaries between professionals (Ehren & Ehren, 2001). 
 
The Perceptions for Partnerships (PfP) Model was developed to address the barriers 
identified for speech-language pathologists engaging with teachers.  This model 
provides a number of strategies which will make the development and maintenance 
of interdisciplinary partnerships more efficient and effective.  The PfP model 
developed strategies from themes identified in Study 1 of this thesis, but also 
attempts to encompass recommendations from earlier literature.  These 
recommendations include: a) frequent and meaningful communication, b) 
understanding the expertise of others, c) collaboration between team members and 
d) information sharing (Staskowski & Zagaiski, 2003).  They also encompass staff 
attitudes, support from leadership and common professional development between 
teachers and speech-language pathologists (Staskowski & Zagaiski, 2003; 
McConnelogue, 2011). 
 
The model is based upon the premise that perceptions underpin practice.  The link 
between teachers’ beliefs, understanding and practices is well established in the 
literature (Scull, 2009), as is the conclusion that teacher assumptions about 
language and learning form the basis for decisions about approaches to language 
and literacy instruction (Kuzborska, 2011; Harste & Burke, 1977; Richards & 
Rodgers, 2001).   
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The PfP model was presented at a Speech Pathology Australia National Conference 
(2013) and the Linking Up for Kids Conference (2014).  On both occasions oral 
feedback from teachers and speech-language pathologists attending these 
presentations indicated that this model was reflective of teacher experiences and a 
number of the challenges identified by speech-language pathologists.  Feedback 
also indicated that the PfP model would be considered very helpful for integration 
into clinical practice. 
 
The PfP model provides a new and exciting evidence based method for developing 
collaborative relationships between speech-language pathologists and teachers.  
The main principles for building successful partnerships for improving literacy skills 
are encompassed by three main ideas.  The first is the development of mutual 
understanding and respect of professional knowledge among professionals.  The 
second is the provision of professional development for both speech-language 
pathologists and teachers.  The final idea is the willingness to explore service 
delivery options tailored to the specific needs of children. 
 
The PfP model is designed to be used by speech-language pathologists prior to and 
while entering a school setting, to ensure that they have a thorough understanding of 
the school needs, dynamics and environment, and are able to establish clear and 
open dialogue with other members of literacy instruction teams.  Understanding 
teacher needs and ideas could potentially lead to several improvements in literacy 
instruction and therefore outcomes.  The first benefit is an increased focus on 
professional development. The second is having a consultative style of service 
delivery, rather than traditional models of literacy instruction.  The third benefit is one 
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of increased attention to the identification of children with communication and literacy 
difficulties, and how best to support their needs. 
 
The PfP model is designed to be used by speech-language pathologists and 
potentially other professionals who are becoming part of school based literacy 
instruction teams.  The model provides suggestions to facilitate a smooth transition 
into these teams and this potentially unfamiliar environment.  The model contains 
images of joined people to emphasise the need for the establishment of partnerships 
between professionals.   
 
In the establishment phase of partnerships there are several recommendations to be 
incorporated into practice, which are drawn from the PfP model.  The first is the need 
for clarifying the knowledge base of all parties.  The second is to clearly define the 
roles and expectations for the range of practice all the parties involved.  The third is 
to consult with existing educational teams to determine needs and develop a 
comprehensive knowledge of the system, context, staff and demographic features of 
a school prior to commencing practice.  The final suggestion is to ensure that initial 
contact is respectful of each of the professional roles and takes into account the 
relevant cultural dimensions.   
 
The PfP model provides a set of recommendations to support teacher and speech–
language pathologist partnerships as they develop and continue.  Firstly, listening to 
teachers’ voices, and providing specialised support and professional development 
based on teacher requests.  Secondly, being aware of the potential barriers which 
hinder literacy instruction, and consulting teachers within the school regularly to 
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ensure issues are dealt with in a timely manner.  Also, providing advocacy for 
children’s needs, both within and externally to the school setting, when appropriate 
and in consultation with teachers, to ensure that professional roles are respected.  
Finally, establishing programs which will encourage the formation of teams within the 
school and its wider community, which include parents, in order to highlight the 
importance of early intervention and support the role of the home environment in 
developing early literacy. 
 
Another consideration is that the strategies derived from the PfP model could be 
included in the training program of graduating professionals, both teachers and 
speech-language pathologists.  This would ensure that the principles of collaboration 
are included as an integral and foundational component of the skill set of all 
graduating professionals. 
 
Contribution of Chapter 5 – Drivers of Change and the BBP Model 
Part 2 of the study aimed to address the current climate of immense and rapid 
change in which current society finds itself (Todnem By, 2005).  Teachers identified 
two main types of drivers of change: systemic and individual. Focus group findings 
indicated that both the Australian Federal and Northern Territory Government literacy 
policies were impacting on  local school systems. One of the main areas affecting 
schools were the changes being driven at a curriculum level.  A recent systemic 
example of change introduced by the Australian Government was its policy to 
standardise data collection through the Nationally Consistent Collection of Data 
(NCCD) program.  This is a new approach of the Australian federal, state and 
territory governments to effectively collect and use data for children with disabilities, 
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who require modifications and adjustments to the instruction that they receive 
(Standing Council on School Education & Early Childhood, 2014).  It is a clear 
example of an attempt to drive change at a systemic level.  The NCCD is particularly 
relevant given the great number of modifications and individualisation in their 
teaching that teachers have indicated they are already making to support the literacy 
learning of many children.    At this stage the NCCD program has been trialled in a 
randomly selected group of schools.  The trial identified that schools had an 
improved understanding of what is required of them under the relevant legislation, 
individual attention could be paid to each child as part of the process, and a detailed 
review conducted by senior staff members, and increased pressure to improve 
school-level documentation.  A state specific example of systemic change is the 
introduction of the Language, Learning and Literacy (L3) program into NSW schools 
(NSW Department of Education & Communities, 2011).   This is a research based 
classroom program that is designed to improve child literacy outcomes by providing 
additional support when required.   
 
In addition to system level drivers of change, teachers emphasised that both children 
and teachers were seen as the individuals driving change.  Teachers indicated that 
among the specific populations requiring individualised and specifically tailored 
change were ESL and Aboriginal children.  Evidence suggests that specific groups of 
children, such as those from minority and low socio-economic backgrounds, are 
generally considered to be at an increased risk of literacy difficulties (Bishop & 
Adams, 1990; Catts et al., 2001).  Participants argued that ‘different approaches for 
different children’ were 'almost mandatory' (Abbey).  The use of targeted literacy 
interventions for specific populations is done through the widespread use of 
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'differentiated learning' (Abbey and Samantha).  Individual teachers modified their 
instruction 'using different approaches and coming in at different angles' (Karen). 
They indicated that using individualised modifications, not a one size fits all approach 
has turned out to be the most successful.  There is a body of research which 
suggests that literacy instruction is highly variable between schools and teachers 
(Buckingham et al., 2013). Among the most important modifications teachers are 
making involve teacher presentation of material, teacher expectation, positive 
reinforcement, classroom interruptions, discipline difficulties and classroom 
ambiance (Griffin et al., 1998). 
 
Participants described both drivers of change as having both advantages as well as 
limitations, therefore a delicate balancing act is required to ensure that optimum 
outcomes are achieved and equity for all learners is achieved.  These advantages 
and limitations are discussed in depth in Chapter 5 (Lovat et al, Submitted for 
publication).and 
 
The Building Better Partnerships (BBP) Model explores the vying forces which drive 
change in literacy instruction, and which need to be considered and understood by 
speech-language pathologists as an integral part of the dynamic school environment 
which they are entering. This model is innovative and exciting for speech-language 
pathologists, given the push to work within school environments and build long-term 
interdisciplinary partnerships (SPAA, 2011; ASHA, 2002).  This model builds upon 
the PfP model (presented in Chapter 4) which seeks to build more collaborative 
partnerships through the development of mutual respect and shared understandings.  
This model attempts to share with speech-language pathologists the everyday 
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challenges faced by teachers in a climate of rapid and ongoing change, so that they 
are more knowledgeable and well informed when entering school settings.  
Developed from the focus group themes, the BBP model identifies the various 
drivers of change, which are ultimately working towards the joint goal of improved 
literacy outcomes for all children.  The model depicts the balancing act required by 
teachers’ every day, in order to achieve maximum benefits, whilst also considering 
the associated risks. 
 
It is apparent that the two main drivers of change identified above, whilst working 
towards the same goal of improving literacy outcomes, can at times be working 
against each other.  Systems as drivers of change are endeavouring to ensure 
consistently and uniformity of approach, whereas individual drivers are attempting to 
individualise and tailor approaches to specific needs.  When these two oppositional 
drivers of change are not working in harmony, and are in fact unbalanced, it is 
expected that this will cause tension for teachers within the classroom.  This in turn 
will potentially create tension and unease for the speech-language pathologist who 
may also be attempting to drive change and facilitate new interventions.   
 
The BBP model provides recommendations for speech-language pathologists to 
ensure that they understand the roles and responsibilities of teachers, and support 
the balance of the drivers of change in everyday classroom practice.  Speech-
language pathologists must have a thorough understanding of the current systems in 
place for the teaching and assessment of literacy, and understand the impact of new 
systems in the classroom for teachers and children.  Speech-language pathologists 
can assist teachers to adapt to change in teaching literacy by always considering 
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both the benefits and the risks of any change, and advocate for the evaluation of 
change in practices and procedures to ensure their efficacy.  An important task is 
also encouraging teachers to evaluate practices on a regular basis for the purpose of 
quality assurance.  Speech-language pathologists can also help encourage creativity 
and the development of new and innovative ideas.  This also presents a unique 
opportunity for speech-language pathologists to reflect on the impact of change and 
potential tensions on the collaborative relationships formed between professionals. 
Speech-language pathologists are able to liaise with school leadership on a regular 
basis and help facilitate the development of open collaborative partnerships with 
teachers prior to entering the classroom. Speech-language pathologists have a 
responsibility to ensure that when making modifications in literacy instruction, the 
needs of the children remain paramount, whilst working within changing policy and 
curriculum guidelines.  As a profession, this also presents the opportunity to ensure 
that speech-language pathologists are involved in and are well informed, regarding 
policy and curriculum modifications. 
 
It is thought that perhaps these tensions may cause unease and potentially conflict 
within professional relationships as all parties attempt to best juggle conflicting 
needs.  The BBP model provides a basis from which a variety of strategies that 
speech-language pathologists can use to manage and address these conflicts can 
be developed.  In the establishment of these collaborative relationships, speech-
language pathologists should ensure that clear boundaries, expectations and roles 
are mapped out to reduce the likelihood of conflicts arising, and to schedule regular 
meetings to discuss progress, outcomes and concerns.  These expectations and 
meetings will form the foundation of successful partnerships that are able to endure 
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over time, adapting to changes in staff, leadership and systems.  From this, speech-
language pathologists should ensure that clear conflict resolution procedures and 
pathways are put into place when partnerships are established and all team 
members have access to them.   
 
Speech-language pathologists should approach teachers as partners and members 
of the same team working towards the same goal, rather than as opponents.  
Conflict can also be addressed from a creative perspective, as a problem which can 
be developed into a creative and innovative solution (Denti, 2013).  In addition, the 
collection of clear and precise data showing the measurement of outcomes for 
discussion between team members is essential.  This data shows the accountability 
of parties and their contribution to shared team goals.  The use of clear pathways to 
define and map the issues which are causing conflict will assist in the problem 
solving process. 
 
As communication specialists, it is imperative that speech-language pathologists 
create a safe and respectful environment for all professionals to be able to contribute 
without fear of negative judgements.  This can be done by using active listening and 
clear communication skills to build rapport between professionals.  Listening skills 
help to clarify understanding of conflict, as well as assertive communication skills 
(Chastain, 2013).  It is essential that all parties are given the opportunity to have a 
voice and identify the issues that they believe to be paramount as potential solutions.   
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Guidelines for Building Interdisciplinary Partnerships for Literacy 
Literacy is a complex skill (ACARA, 2010), and understanding the process and 
mechanisms by which one acquires literacy is indeed a highly sophisticated 
endeavour.  However, this study has illuminated three key principles to be 
considered and balanced, when implementing a literacy intervention. 
 
The first is the successful development of long-term, sustainable partnerships.  The 
PfP model provides guiding principles for forming and maintaining these professional 
relationships.  The second is that literacy instruction is driven by various factors and 
is constantly changing.  The balancing of these drivers is essential, and the BBP 
model provides a comprehensive outline of the advantages of each of these drivers. 
The third and in fact the overwhelming message coming from this thesis is one of 
complexity.  Griffin et al (1998) indicated that literacy acquisition can be attributed to 
a triad of interconnected characteristics.  Literacy instruction is also a complex task. 
It is a complex combination of factors, which cannot be viewed in isolation.  No one 
aspect of a collaboration or context should be viewed as more important than 
another, and no part of the literacy instruction process viewed as more or less 
valuable.  The complex nature of literacy instruction must also be viewed from 
multiple perspectives, taking into account the ideas, beliefs and perspectives of key 
stakeholders in the process.  This involves teachers and speech-language 
pathologists developing a professional respect for each other and their knowledge 
bases as being different and discrete, although with a significant overlap.  Both are 
of equal importance within the formation of literacy instruction teams. 
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Based on the findings of this study, the overall outcome is one of balance, yet 
balance is something that cannot be prescribed. Rather it must be measured, 
assessed and evaluated continually.  This will allow the system to be modified for 
individuals and based on evaluation to ensure that optimum outcomes are achieved 
and maintained.  The ability to measure, assess and evaluate this balance will be 
facilitated by the formation of high quality collaborative partnerships.  These 
partnerships will allow for the exploration of factors, which need to be balanced, and 
an understanding of these factors and how they are driven.  
 
Based on the PfP and BBP models, it appears that high quality literacy instruction 
teams possess many characteristics which contribute to their success, including: 
 Clear and specific communication 
 Respect for professional roles, knowledge and opinions 
 Clearly defined role definitions and acknowledgement of overlap 
 Development of mutual understanding and respect of professional knowledge 
 Provision of support between professionals to encourage sharing of knowledge  
 Openness to service delivery alternatives based on identified needs 
 Provision of specialised support and professional development based on 
teacher requests 
 Comprehensive knowledge of the system, context, staff and demographics of a 
school prior to commencing practice 
 Respect for professional roles and cultural features 
 Awareness of barriers which hinder literacy instruction 
 Adapt to change in teaching literacy by always considering both the benefits 
and the risks of any change 
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 Advocacy for evaluation of change in procedures 
 Utilisation of tension for creativity and development of new and innovative ideas 
 Reflection on the impact of change and tensions on the collaborative 
relationships formed between professionals. 
 
Benefits of Building Interdisciplinary Partnerships for Literacy 
If successful, interdisciplinary, collaborative partnerships are achieved, positive 
benefits will be experienced by teachers, speech-language pathologists, children and 
their educational communities (Ehren & Ehren, 2001; Ehren, Montgomery, 
Rudebusch, & Whitmire, 2006; Serry, 2013; Serry & Oberklaid, 2014). There is some 
overlap, although there are some benefits which are unique for each member of the 
partnership.   
 
Teachers:  For teachers the burden of improving children’s literacy outcomes is 
somewhat lessened as it is shared among more professionals with specialised skills 
allowing them to target areas that perhaps teachers feel less confident in.  Teachers 
are able to develop skills in mentoring other professionals who have less knowledge 
of and experience in the school context, environment and curriculum.  Collaborations 
between speech-language pathologists and teachers will allow for professional 
development in areas selected by teachers based on lack of confidence and 
perceived gaps in knowledge which will overall increase teacher confidence and the 
knowledge base in language and literacy.  The specialised skills and knowledge that 
teachers possess is recognised and acknowledged, allowing teachers to feel 
respected as valued and equal members of high quality literacy support teams.  
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Teachers are given the opportunity to share the vast wealth of knowledge that they 
possess with other professionals and members of the community. 
 
Speech-Language Pathologists: The scope of the work of speech-language 
pathologists in not only language but also literacy support and remediation. This role 
needs to be more clearly defined and acknowledged by all members of literacy 
teams.  Speech-language pathologists are encouraged to enter into this seldom 
explored area of practice and implement specialised knowledge and evidence based 
practice.  This thesis provides answers to many of the questions raised in the 
background section.  The role and scope of a speech-language pathologist does 
include elements of literacy instruction, but needs to be discussed and outlined in 
collaboration with other members of literacy teams.  The task of entering the already 
functioning school system is indeed a complex task, complicated further by the 
continuous change occurring.  The recommendations provided by the PfP and BBP 
models provide a solid foundation for achieving successful outcomes.  Of utmost 
importance for speech-language pathologists is to ensure that the ultimate goal of 
improving children’s literacy outcomes remains an utmost priority, and that this will 
be achieved through collaboration and partnerships, not professionals working in 
isolation. 
 
Children: Ultimately children are the catalyst for the development of these 
collaborative partnerships, and although other stakeholders are in fact reaping many 
rewards, perhaps the most significant outcome is hoped to be the increase and 
improvement of literacy outcomes for all Australian children, regardless of their 
socio-economic status, family environment or their cultural background.  It is 
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anticipated that overall literacy outcomes will improve for all children, but especially 
for those considered at risk of literacy difficulties, and therefore the gap between 
good and poor readers will be lessened in the future.  This improvement in literacy 
outcomes will have positive long-term implications for educational, vocational, 
psychosocial and economic outcomes for many individuals, perhaps not immediately 
but certainly in the future. 
 
Communities: Overall, communities and society in general will reap significant 
benefits from the formation of high quality collaborative partnerships between 
speech-language pathologists and teachers.  These benefits will perhaps not be 
apparent immediately, but will appear in the next generation of adults, those children 
for whom education and development of early literacy skills is occurring now, or in 
the future. Improving professional interactions within the workforce should result in 
greater job satisfaction for individuals, and there will be an increase in skilled 
professionals engaging with systems and change in a healthy way rather than 
functioning in isolation.   
 
At this time in history when literacy is perceived as being more important than ever 
before (Barton, 2000), these children with improved outcomes will be able to function 
more fully within society and perform everyday tasks.  As literacy is a valued skill in 
educated societies such as Australia (Catts et al., 2002; Hammer et al.,2003), 
children with improved literacy skill levels will be perceived as being more successful 
and as having an increased capacity to contribute to society in a variety of domains.  
There will be an economic contribution of having more adults with increased 
vocational prospects and earning potential and the associated reduced strain on 
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society, reduced psychosocial difficulties associated with poor literacy skills such as 
low self-esteem, anti-social and illegal behaviour (Beitchman et al., 2001; Jenkins & 
O’Connor, 2002; Morgan et al., 2008), which will also reduce the load placed on the 
health, justice and legal system.   
 
As a greater number of Australians become actively literate, there will be an increase 
in those able to recognise and use language appropriate to differing environments 
and contexts (Wickert, 1989). This will mean they will be able to use the skills they 
have acquired in order to communicate more effectively, and to become more 
effective individuals and citizens and contributing members of society (Campbell, 
1990; ACARA, 2010).  This increased capacity of Australians to be contributing and 
active members of society will potentially equate to an overall increase in the 
standard of education and teaching, and potentially impact on the standard of living 
in Australia. 
 
The final message to be taken from this thesis is the importance of building 
collaborative partnerships with a goal of sustainability.  In the past partnerships have 
been formed which are functional and relevant to the environment and context at the 
time, however they have been unsustainable.  This is likely due to the lack of 
effective collaboration, the setting of targets that are realistic in the long-term, as well 
as the ongoing nature of change impacting on educational systems (Todnem By, 
2005). Change occurs for various reasons, and although many organisations 
understand the need for change, many struggle to manage change to ensure a 
smooth implementation of new initiatives and support of staff (Hudson Global, 2005).    
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The effective and successful management of change is considered a necessity in 
order for organisations to survive and indeed flourish in today’s continuously 
changing environment (Todnem By, 2005).  Managed well, change is able to provide 
the platform for growth and success (Hudson Global, 2005).  Failure to successfully 
manage change is attributed to a fundamental lack of valid frameworks (Todnem By, 
2005).  Therefore it is essential that for these collaborative frameworks to stand the 
test of time, they need to have reliable frameworks in place to recognise, 
acknowledge and manage change, especially in clinical practice.   
 
The BBP model endeavours to provide a framework for elements to be considered 
when developing collaborations in a changing system. It seeks to ensure that all 
parties are knowledgeable and that literacy instruction will stay relevant to each 
specific school or learning context and remain within the parameters of any emerging 
evidence based research and clinical advances.  This is particularly important as 
evidence in the field of literacy development and remediation is emerging at a rapid 
pace, and both teachers and speech-language pathologists need to be striving to 
incorporate this into their clinical and educational practice to ensure that literacy 
outcomes begin and continue to improve in the future. 
 
It is clear that there are many positive long-term implications and benefits of 
successful, sustainable collaborative partnerships for individuals, communities and 
society as a whole.  Given these wide reaching benefits, the development of these 
partnerships and high quality interdisciplinary literacy teams should be considered an 
initiative of high importance.  It is imperative that speech-language pathologists 
begin to explore this area of practice more thoroughly and apply strategies from both 
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the Perceptions for Partnerships (PfP) and Building Better Partnerships (BBP) 
models into their clinical practice.  This should be done with some degree of urgency 
to ensure that changes in literacy instruction begin to achieve the necessary 
improvement in literacy outcomes for children and the associated benefits from 
society. 
 
It is essential that the practices being implemented are able to exist within the 
constraints of available time, financial limitations of organisations, and do not create 
an unreasonable burden upon any of the involved parties.  However, it also needs to 
be considered that often new ideas and practices require greater time and workload 
in the initial stages of implementation, and difficulties that require troubleshooting will 
more than likely be encountered.  This should not be viewed as a deterrent for 
investigation and exploration of new options for service delivery models, rather as an 
expected part of the process.   
 
Factors Influencing Results 
The themes that arose from this research may have been influenced by factors that 
include: the small number of schools sampled and participants involved, the choice 
of the schools sampled, the prior experience of teachers with collaboration, the 
climate of ongoing change at the time of the focus groups, and the time allocated to 
each of the focus groups. 
 
Although the participants were often in agreement with each other, their experiences 
may not be shared by other teachers from different schools, with different child 
needs and leadership teams.  The participating teachers did have prior experience 
  
 
132 
with collaborative partnerships through their ongoing relationships with Educational 
Speech Pathology & Therapy Services.  This relationship may have made the 
teachers more open to and encouraging of collaboration and interdisciplinary 
support.  As the participants in this study volunteered, therefore it must be 
considered that participants who did not participate may have differing views and 
perceptions. 
 
At the time of conducting the focus groups there was also a great deal of unease and 
uncertainty among many teachers related to the introduction of the Australian 
Curriculum.  In 2014, the Australian Curriculum was implemented in all states and 
territories of Australia. It encompasses all learning areas and is designed to support 
the learning of all children.  This impending change may have influenced the 
teachers’ perceptions of change and the potential implications of this on classroom 
instruction. 
 
Focus groups were conducted in approximately one hour sessions and fourteen 
questions were asked of participants.  It should be considered that this time limitation 
may have restricted the length and depth of participant responses. 
 
As the first author has worked for Educational Speech Pathology & Therapy Services 
in the past, the lenses through which this information was perceived could also be 
influenced.  To minimise this, all authors were required to participate in the 
development of themes. Themes and sub-themes were agreed upon by all authors. 
 
Limitations of the Study and Future Directions  
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As this is a qualitative study, the interpretation of the results has the potential to be 
influenced by the first author’s own lens and perceptions.  The potential impact of 
this has been limited by the implementation of strategies to ensure rigour throughout 
the data analysis process (Denzin, 1989).  The participants were made to feel 
comfortable and at ease by the use of a familiar and comfortable setting.  
Throughout the focus groups, the moderator clarified information and comments 
from the participants when required.  In a process of communicative validation (Flick, 
2007) the participants were invited to check the focus group transcripts. A decision 
making journal was kept by the first author to record the process of coding and 
analysis.  Triangulation was used to facilitate the validation of findings by checking 
them against findings from existing research.  Where possible the voices of 
participants were used to maintain authenticity.  The results of these studies were 
also presented at two conferences, which gave the author the opportunity to present 
the results to teachers and receive feedback. 
 
This study is based on the responses to questions asked of a small group of 
teachers.  From these responses, models for collaboration were developed.  As this 
is a new area of research, further investigation is recommended into the use of these 
models for collaboration and the implementation of strategies for building and 
maintaining effective partnerships. The study built upon previous evidence, which 
explores barriers to collaborative partnerships and would be complemented by 
further research into the clinical application of the PfP and BBP models by speech-
language pathologists.  It would also be valuable to consider the perspectives of 
other members of literacy instruction teams to further extend the application of these 
models.   
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Appendix A. Focus Group Questions  
 Can you tell me what you believe the term literacy to encompass? 
 Tell me about the literacy approaches at your school. 
 Do you use different approaches for different groups of children? 
 How are skills measured? 
 Do your specifically measure skills of any particular grades or children and if so 
why? 
 If you use different approaches between reading and writing please elaborate 
which you are referring to. 
 Have these processes changed and if so what have some of the major 
influences you see in contributing to changes at your school? 
 How do the assessments process used at your school influence your teaching 
practice? 
 Have your teaching practices in the areas of literacy changed over the past few 
years and if so why? 
 Can you describe a typical literacy lesson you would conduct? 
 What do you do when a child can’t succeed with the general approach of the 
class lesson? 
 How confident do you feel in your skills as a teacher in teaching literacy? 
 How does your school support you in literacy teaching or if you have any 
problems? 
 Thinking specifically of students at your school who struggle with literacy... what 
factors do you believe contribute to their difficulties …? 
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Appendix B. Focus Group 1 Transcript 
 The first question we’ll start with is, can you tell me what you 
believe the term literacy to encompass? 
 [overtalk] 
A Reading, writing. 
B Speaking. 
C Oral language. 
D The ability to access information. 
A And to communicate. 
E The different – to communicate. 
D Yeah, whichever form that comes through. 
A So literacy as opposed to literate? Like that question you’re asking 
now, do you mean to be literate or just what literacy is? 
 It is just ‘what is literacy?’ but I'm glad we've raised the 
difference between just the literacy and being literate 
because I think that you've given me a really broad definition 
which is great, it's nice to know. So tell me about some of the 
literacy approaches that are being used in your school. 
D Do you want language literacy or mathematical literacy? 
 Whatever you'd like to –  
E I think for me it's – for [01:00] a lot of our literacy would be doing 
our own investigations which is communicating with kids, their oral 
language, their communicating with each other. 
C We use the steps too [overtalk] 
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A Yeah, we use that as our major literacy resource but I mean every 
lesson in [01:19] a literacy lesson because it's either – like Marilyn 
said, it will have mathematical language or it will be oral language-
based or it will be multimodal and they'll be listening and viewing 
or… so it’s across the board, it's all day. 
C And you’re constantly speaking and giving instructions or 
explaining things so again, it’s always happening. 
 Okay, great. Do you use different approaches for different 
groups of children? 
D Well it's called differentiated learning and it's part of a – it's almost 
mandatory that we use different approaches for different children, 
individual teaching and learning. 
 Okay I don't know very much about that, what does that 
encompass?  
D Well group work and giving children the work or teaching them at 
the levels that they can take on board. 
A It's also modifying the program to better suit them. So there will be 
children in your class – in my class for example that need pictures 
to support the language I use. Other kids will need each thing 
broken down into no more than two steps to access what I'm 
doing. So it also means modifying the program to suit that child's 
needs and sometimes that's like if it's an ESL student, sometimes 
that's just checking for understanding, what does that mean, what 
are you going to do when you return to your desk? Whereas for 
other children it's like – that maybe have those processing things, 
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it will be tell me what are the three things you’re going to do. So I 
think that's differentiated learning in action in the class, is how you 
modify the one program to suit all your students. 
D As well is the individual student support people that we have. That 
really is quite – 
 Okay, so your differentiated learning, is that done – do you 
work out a plan for certain students or is it for groups or how 
does it work? 
E I know in my class I try and do it as a group but then even within 
those groups I have to target individuals. 
A Sometimes there is a formal plan and that will be – like every 
Aboriginal student in this school has an individual education plan 
and students that are identified with additional needs often will 
have an additional plan that is developed with the special 
education teacher or sometimes outside agencies like speech 
therapists and occupational therapists. 
 
 Okay great. With regards to your literacy skills, how do you 
measure skills? 
 
D We have a [04:09] of assessment both anecdotal and hard data, 
all different sorts of testings and observations. 
E First Steps is a big one because that puts them into phases so 
then we can choose your learning experiences and teaching 
literacies for each phase.  
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C So that they move onto the next phase. 
D Yes. 
A Every student in our school is put on First Steps reading and 
writing and listening and speaking phase and when you’ve got that 
phase with your resource, it tells you – you know where your 
child’s at but it also tells you your major teaching emphasis for that 
phase to take them to the next phase. So then that's targeted 
through your program. 
 With your testing, I guess my question is do you test at 
specific intervals or how is that done and why is it done that 
way? Is there some sort of procedure? 
 [overtalk]  
D It’s different for each class, for each teacher at different times of 
the year. 
 Okay so there's no set [overtalk] 
A Moderation – our moderation is set and our PMs usually set. 
C And we often set a date so that – or a timeframe so that can 
inform teacher parent interviews, that can inform our formal 
reporting. 
E And literacy isn't as black and white as say maths is, so you're 
getting a lot of samples over time and making a judgement on all 
of them, especially with First Steps, it’s not a test, it’s looking at all 
your samples and coming up with a judgement. 
 Okay great, so you’re kind of doing it all throughout your 
program. 
  
 
139 
E It’s ongoing. 
 Okay great. With your testing that you're measuring, is that 
for reading and writing – all of the measurements we've 
talked about so far – and how do your reading and writing 
measures – how are they different? 
A We do it for reading and writing and listening and speaking. For 
our reading, that's something that’s in the pipeline for upper 
primary at the moment isn’t it. We have got the PM benchmarking 
which tests for reading and comprehension inferred and – 
D That would be with primary because – 
A That’s right, whereas upper primary is still very much doing –  
D We’re still trying to search actually for some sort of assessment. 
We’re always looking for an authentic way of assessing upper 
primary, both reading and writing. So we’re pretty consistent up 
until about grade 3 then it’s been much more – well not that 
they’re not consistent but they use a varied approach because 
there’s not a product that addresses all of their needs at once. We 
also plot them on First Steps phases for reading. Writing we do 
moderation as a – the whole school sits in moderation at least 
once or twice a term and that's when we get together in our 
groups (like early childhood, middle primary or upper primary) and 
we usually have quite an extensive [07:32] and samples that we 
follow where we’ll bring a range of our students work and together 
come to a consensus of what level that student is operating at. So 
our moderation is pretty extensive. 
  
 
140 
E We are in a bit of transition with our moderation at the moment 
though because previously we moderated using [07:54] that set us 
to a band level using the NTCF. Whereas now with the Australian 
curriculum, which is a whole different way of assessing, we’re just 
in transition about how our moderating can transfer to the A to E 
we’re required to use.  
A Because it’s a year level as opposed to a band level so that's 
changed. I guess our listening and speaking –  
D It’s a First Step phase. 
A It’s a First Step phase too. So we look at that, we pop them on 
that so it’s more like a checklist and observation [08:22]. 
 That actually bought me directly to the next question which is 
good. How have those processes changed and what are the 
influences in changing them? And you’ve given me a pretty 
good indication of what they are so good. How does the 
assessments and then the measurement of skills that you do, 
influence your teaching practice? I know you've talked a little 
bit about putting them into phases and then those phases in 
form what it is you're going to teach, is there anything else 
that changes your teaching practice that’s coming from those 
assessments? 
A Again, we’re in a very big quandary at the moment with the 
Australian curriculum in that we've always taught pretty well at the 
spot the child is and taken them on and our assessment gives us 
that data. This year we’ve really – from this semester we've really 
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had to teach what the government has sent us to teach as part of 
the Australian curriculum. So yeah, it's a little bit different at the 
moment and we're not quite sure what's going to happen when it 
all fully comes on board but our units of work, like what we 
actually teach in the classroom, have been delivered to us in a 
sense this semester. So it's a bit different. 
D It is, it’s hard. So you’d have to start wondering, since we’re 
moving to year levels, how much differentiated learning is there 
going to be? If we are teaching and plotting to a square year 3 and 
they’re either going to succeed or not succeed within that frame, 
it's almost like it's one size fits all isn't it? And if you don't hack it 
well then you're not – too bad too sad. 
A Yeah, it's what it looks like isn't it. 
B And there’s obviously different understandings of it because I've 
had teachers say to me ‘oh well composite classes will be 
obsolete, you can't have composite classes with the Australian 
curriculum’. But with enrolment numbers you have to. 
A We've always had composite classes. 
D Well that’s right [overtalk] 
A But it is very different, the curriculum. 
D Well the principal at Leanyer, their composite classes, they said 
you’re to do the lower year unit and just enrich it for the – so if 
you’ve got a 2/3 year, they said do the year 2 units of work but you 
were just to enrich it for the year 3s. So that’s what they’re doing 
at Leanyer. [overtalk] 
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C How do you assess that? 
A Because you’re assessing in the year level, that’s what I find hard. 
D Yes and so your enriching is very different to if you’re actually 
teaching to that year level in the hardest bits. 
B So we’re in a – there’s huge changes – 
C Throughout Australia. 
A Other states maybe it isn't as big a change but for us from the 
documents we were working with like our Northern Territory 
curriculum framework, it’s vastly different so we’re still all getting 
our head around – particularly marrying the assessment to the 
teaching, that's been – 
 Which it seems like you're doing quite a good job – with what 
you've described to me it seems like you're doing your 
testing and it's really guiding what it is that you’re teaching. 
D Yeah, well we hope. 
 By all accounts it certainly sounded like that. So you don't 
perceive that there’ll be a great – any leeway for that 
differentiated teaching that you mentioned earlier, in this new 
curriculum? 
D Well I don't know, it's all so new but it just struck me then that that 
might be a [overtalk] 
B It will have to be. 
A It will have to be, you can’t have children – 
C In your classroom situation you have to – 
D You’ve got no choice. 
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C Although you might pitch it at this level, you have to bring it down 
for these kids and you have to move it out for that group of kids.  
A And they did say that you teach – you can still teach below the 
year level, so you can still go to the Australian curriculum to say 
year two if that's where the child’s operating, but you must assess 
them at year four if that’s the year they’re in. And that’s a big 
difference. 
C Yeah. 
A So you can wear the child is an teach to them from that level but 
when it comes to assessment, you must absolutely – this is the 
guidelines we've been given – assess them as a year four student 
if they are a year four student regardless of where they've been – 
B And that’s when, like your data that you collect and all your 
observations and notes, have to reflect growth. So that these 
parents who might have a student that on their reports it doesn't 
look like they’re progressing at all because every year they’re 
going to be an E for – that bit says they haven't shown any growth 
and of course they have. So your notes and your comments and 
your conversations with parents have to reflect that. 
A Especially our ESL students because their growth could be quite 
huge. 
 Of course yeah.  
 [overtalk]  
B But they still could be an E so that’s quite difficult. 
B But the other – because we’ve got this secondary document that 
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we have to stick to called the C to C and that’s the one that 
dictates to us teach these units. I can see that that – because it's 
just new, I can see everyone kicking up with that and that just 
being dropped. 
D I really just don't spend enough time on the units. It's almost like 
you're skimming it. 
 [overtalk] 
B There’s no room for a sports day, there’s no room for excursions, 
there’s no room – 
D Well that’s right and five weeks unit is really what – 
A They’re really prescribed. 
C Yeah, really prescriptive like you will do this day one – week one, 
day one, week one, day two. 
D You can't go to any sort of rigour 
A Sometimes you can't even bring in relevance of what is 
happening. You know how like when you design it yourself, you’re 
putting in a lot of the relevance about student’s lives and the 
context that they’re living.  
B Because it’s set 10 weeks, there’s no room for a sports day or – 
there's no room for anything like that. If you know what I mean? 
There’s a set 10 weeks, there’s no room for anything like that.  
C For Father’s Day. 
A Yeah, Father’s Day or something, little things, community events 
and things like that.  
 Sounds like it’s doing to be tricky. 
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A I guess for me, having transition is not as bad and because you 
don't have the big range either. 
B Assessment is easier except that you have to be – it will be hard 
to – like Gemma said, we still have to be very rigourous with that. 
But it's very easy when you've got – like all we’re doing now is 
giving A to E and at a year four level. Before, we actually had to 
plot the children on a continuum so you had to be very rigourous 
that they were at exactly the right spot because you were handing 
them onto the teacher next year and they needed to know exactly 
where they were because if they then plotted them lower, it just… 
So there was a lot of ownership on that process. Now when the 
year four student just gets an A, B, C, D or E, the majority of our 
children would get Cs from the moment they start in year one 
across everything to the moment they leave in year six because C 
is something like 50% of the cohort will sit in C with 25 – 20% and 
maybe 5%. So from that it’s teacher judgement. Like most 
teachers can sit down with their class and look at that –  
A But you don't take that band level to the next year because you 
know how – 
B No, no. So there’s no continuum anymore. For most teachers they 
could just look at their class list and immediately know where their 
kids are. You work with them all year, by term four – because you 
don't have to get right in and say now are they being too solid or 
have they come up to –  
D Are they solid or comprehensive and should I put them up to band 
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three but no, because next year you know they’re not – there’s a 
lot of angst – it’s been – 
B A lot of time 
A A lot of rigour has called into that continuum.  
B And almost more room for error then, so when that student comes 
up and I know I’ve had to assess and go ‘why was that children 
ever put on [overtalk] level, I disagree’. 
D It still can be subjective.  
 [overtalk] 
A It makes us think more. Like I think for teachers, we’ve really 
thought about where that child is at. Whereas I think when you’ve 
just got a straight A to E every year, you know it’s – 
D And over the years, there haven’t been too many instances, there 
have only been a couple of children that I really thought whoa I’m 
going to have to keep them at that level because they’re not – 
they’ve been wrongly plotted, they’ve been put too high.  
B I’ve had heaps.  
D Have you? 
A Yeah, I have too. 
 [overtalk] 
B Particular years I have. 
D Right. 
A Yeah, I had a child enter year two this year who had been put on 
band two for reading.  
  
 
147 
D Oh okay. And they weren’t particularly gifted? 
A Well you’d have to be beyond gifted to be put on band two in year 
one, the end of year one.  
D Oh yes, yes. 
A It’s beyond.  
D That must have been a slip of the click.  
 Okay, could I get – if anybody would like to share a typical 
literacy lesson that they might conduct in their classroom, 
just tell me a little bit about it? 
B Well we started off as a whole class doing a whole lot of 
discussion. I'm thinking about my Monday morning, so Monday 
morning I'll introduce a focus topic, we do it as a class – actually 
before that we do buzz reading which is your shared reading so 
you sit with a friend and read and got comprehension meetings 
things to do. Then as a class, they've got a job to do individually 
and then we split into our literacy groups which are our ability 
groups. 
 What do you do in those groups? 
B There’s four, there's one group that will be with me, there's one 
group that’s doing a writing task, one that's doing a reading task 
and one that’s doing an English skills which is our focus for the 
week, whether it's punctuation or a grammar concept or 
something.  
C Do you have additional support during the –  
B Only Thursday and Friday mornings otherwise it's just me. But it's 
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so routine what happens in those groups. 
 Okay great. 
D Mine’s a bit more structured. We have a day where we 
concentrate on writing and a day where we concentrate on 
reading. I'm old school, I'm still trying to do all that rotational group 
work. 
 So what do you do in your groups when you say that they’re 
reading or writing, what kind of tasks would you be doing? 
D Well writing, depending on what we've been told is the particular 
genre that we’re practising for that term or doing that term. I have 
narratives going through the whole year because that's what 
carries our language conventions. I don't have separate language 
conventions, it all comes through in their writing and that’s how we 
have our individual – when we’re doing our come together – start 
off our writing lesson with a language convention topic and then 
we break off when we’re doing our writing and concentrate on 
that. 
 Oh good, okay two different ways of doing things which is 
good.  
A Mine’s probably – I’ve got [20:35] transition so mine’s a bit like a 
big book. We would start off with a whole discussion, what the 
kids might know about it and everything. This week at the moment 
it’s characters and it’s descriptive language and things like that so 
we’ll do the whole group and then – I do have support in my class 
because – so I can have a group and then might go and draw a 
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picture about their favourite character or what part of the book 
they liked and support that. At the moment I'm working with kids 
and we’re going to make little models and then they’re going to 
describe what the character look like, if he has googly eyes – 
we’re doing The Meanies – he has googly eyes is and purple fur, 
just all that language. Then usually we come back and share. At 
other times it could be role-play or it could be just focusing on the 
phonics and what they know about – and sometimes on the iPads 
just recreating the story and things like that. 
 Beautiful, great.  
C I have a year one and we do investigations three times a week 
and I do tie in a lot of my literacy activities into investigations 
because if not, I really don't have time. So you know, they practice 
their list words and they do an art and craft activity around that. At 
the moment our genre for writing is retelling an event from 
narratives so I've got lots of books around and are simple enough 
for them to read and maybe they could pick an event from that 
and they can have a go writing. But there will be a lot of explicit 
teaching on that during the literacy lesson proper and during our 
tuning in before investigations. That's just quickly to quote a few. 
Then during our literacy sessions itself, on a Monday and Friday I 
have the whole class but on a Tuesday, Wednesday and 
Thursday, they’re broken up into five groups and both my class 
and Kristin's class – the lady I work with – the whole cohort is 
broken up into five groups and there are five adults taking each of 
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the groups. So again, at the moment we are focusing on cultural 
stories so basically a narrative, retelling events, focusing on 
punctuation using descriptive language. So we do that – we pick a 
book each session and we do focused activities around those 
concepts. 
 Great. 
B Mine’s a mixture. My literacy, I have reading groups and I do 
break into those groups. I also have writing groups. We also – 
which we all do – I have a listening and speaking program where 
the children each week have a topic that they talk to the class on 
and then the class asks them questions about that. Then we’ll 
have a focus for writing. At the moment our focus is report writing 
and they’re doing that in a group that includes at the end of that, a 
presentation and a student evaluation of that as well. I also use 
writer's notebook and writer’s craft a lot where we actually read a 
book of interest that I've identified a particular aspect of whether 
it's verbs or a punctuation that's very evident in that book. We’ll 
read the book, will identify all those things about that book and 
then they are asked to either go and find other examples in other 
books or do their own writing using that. I do a whole class group 
and group work depending on what the learning task is. 
 Okay great. So I've heard a little bit about what we do or what 
you’re doing when children aren’t perhaps succeeding or 
finding the task as easy as you would like. I heard a bit about 
the scaffolding and checking for understanding. Is there 
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anything else that you can think of is that you're doing when 
children are succeeding with the lesson or perhaps the 
concept that you're teaching? 
B Peer tutoring. Team them up with someone that – first of all that 
they'll get along with and that will be of help to them. It’s 
sometimes a bit better coming from their peer rather than their 
teacher especially when it comes to year four age, there's a bit of 
a stigma if a teacher always sits next to you having to help you.  
C We have additional support like we have tutors coming in and 
generally the children who are experiencing difficulty – it's what we 
cover in class but we break it down for them so that they can go 
off with the tutor and work more one-on-one. 
 So they’re withdrawn from the class? 
C They’re in the classroom area but they might be sitting in a table in 
the far corner. 
 So it's effective one-on-one? 
C Yeah. 
 Okay. 
C One on a maximum three, yeah.  
 Okay, great. 
A I’ll do that sometimes in investigations. I’ll just call that child over 
and work specifically with the child or just – especially someone 
who can't write their name, if I’m doing some phonics or 
something I can actually call them over and play a game or work 
specifically with the child or my TA can and it’s not like 
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withdrawing them or anything different because it’s just part of the 
morning routine and they’re not… yeah.  
 How confident do you feel in your skills teaching literacy? 
D Well you know something always comes along to challenge you 
because this year the iPads came along and they’ve been 
included into our literacy groups and yes, I'm not that confident 
with them. So you know there's always something that evolves. 
Now we're doing a lot of reports using apps on the iPads and 
when I can't even connect it even to the internet and the kids are 
all yelling out instructions on how I can do it. There’s always a new 
need that arises that sometimes challenges you, for me anyway. 
A Yeah I think there's always something. I always reflect and think I 
could have done better somehow or some way. 
D I struggle with my ESL students a bit, trying to think what's the 
best way to take them the next step –  
B And get them to take risks. I find that too with my ESL students, a 
lot of them are a bit still reluctant to take those risks. 
D Confidence. 
B And because they can be so over the shop, like their reading can 
be really quite good and their comprehension really quite poor and 
–  
D Depending on whether they come from the Philippines or what 
country they come from [overtalk] 
A Exactly.  
B Or they’re reading is good but their oral language is quite poor, 
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particularly using say verb tense when they're talking because 
they often model the language they hear from their parents. I often 
struggle with ESL children trying to cater to – 
D Well there is actually a degree at university which is to learn to do 
you know and to expect classroom teachers to have that degree 
and speciality, it’s penny-pinching in the wrong place. That’s my –  
A I agree with Caroline, I struggle with that as well. And that’s why I 
guess, once again, investigations is good for us because I can 
hear the kids with their peers talking. I never hear them talk so 
much and talking and just what’s coming – just that learning from 
their peers. It's just amazing, a couple of my shy kids that would 
never put up their hand or even when they’re writing about 
something and they’re even reluctant to tell me because they feel 
like it could be wrong. 
D You sit there and you kind of eavesdrop and you find out so much 
stuff. 
A Oh it’s just amazing [overtalk] 
B I can write a sentence on the board and I’ll say ‘what is wrong with 
this sentence?’ They’ll say you haven’t got a capital letter, you 
haven’t left a space between those two words, you don’t have a 
full stop or that needs to be a question. They can tell me exactly 
and then I'll send them back to their desk – 
C And they’ll practice everything. 
B So using the new learning. 
D Transferring the learning. 
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E Mine is – I'm particularly noticing this year I've gone up slightly 
higher which means my levels between my really top kids and my 
really low kids is huge, particularly this year. I've always got the 
guilt of am I juggling it well enough? If I'm catering too much to 
these guys, I might be sitting these guys behind and then working 
with these guys, what are those guys down there doing because 
they have so much trouble working on their own? So I’m always 
having these guilts with the juggling –  
D That’s probably the teacher. You’re always feeling – 
E The guilts? 
D Yeah, something that you could have done better or – you’re even 
on holidays, you can be still thinking about what you should be or 
could be or are you doing. 
E I woke up at midnight last night and I couldn’t go to sleep and I 
ended up just having to get my book and read because I just get 
my mind off –  
C Off school yeah. 
E So I could go to sleep again. 
D Oh Gemma. 
E But everyone does it, I’m not the only one.  
D Yeah, I was up at one o'clock. 
A Oh true, were you really? 
B Two sixteen. 
D Every Sunday night actually. Every Sunday night you’re going –  
B In the holidays I do a lot of sifting about what I'm going to do the 
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next year. I go yeah yeah yeah and I mull that over for a couple of 
– no, no, no, discard, discard. Yeah it’s [30:45]  
D It’s always sifting. It’s always there with you at the back of your 
mind.  
C When you’re in the shower, when you’re shopping. 
D Even when you’re sleeping.  
A Yeah, I think that's just being teachers and I guess that's why we – 
don't tell me about that guilt thing, I always feel like my top kids, I 
don't do enough for them because it's only a couple. 
D Or yeah, how long can they spend on that independent learning.  
A Yeah. I always think I worry about them because I think I know 
you know the answer but I can’t have you answering all the time. 
It's good to have that combination of your mixed abilities in your 
ability groups because sometimes those other kids can shine 
when they’re not with Zac, they can get a word in.  
 So how does your school support you I guess, as a school 
with your literacy teaching or if you have any difficult – you 
know these difficulties that you've identified, are there any 
things that the school as a whole is doing to help you 
overcome those or what support have they given you for your 
literacy teaching? 
D This is a very supportive school. 
B Yeah. 
D We’re very lucky here. We have Sue coming up every other year. 
We have personnel, like human bodies as resources for extra 
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support. We are given the opportunity to go to many PDs. Just 
resources, we just have to do to ask for them, we can come up 
with something interesting. We’re very rarely knocked back on 
resources. Having said that, that’s right [overtalk] 
B I think just having the extra bodies – like upper primary, I know 
people at other schools and in upper primary I think they get one 
person for maths once a week. They don't get any literacy support 
so we’re very – 
A This is the fourth state I’ve taught in, I’ve never had so much 
support in my classroom, resources and opportunities for me to do 
professional development. 
B And they're very good at just working things and manipulating 
things so that even if you've got children that don't have direct 
funding, okay we can do this and we can [overtalk] stretching it. 
D There's a real – and the principal has said that, that the money – 
it's a bucket of money and it's up to us or herself to decide how 
that money is spent so exactly that, a child doesn't get someone 
next to them the whole time because – what does Michelle say? 
They’re not meant to be velcroed to them but that person is going 
to – a few people are going to benefit. So there is, like Gemma 
said, a real sharing of that funding to everybody who needs it, not 
just the people who were successful in gaining that funding. I think 
the big thing is that anybody in this school, if they're interested in 
an area is encouraged to seek PD. It’s not like you’re the longest 
at the school so you go off to do the English PD, that's usually an 
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invitational thing, who would like to go and learn First Steps 
writing. Normally – sometimes you are hesitant to put your hand 
up because normally if you are the person who does that you 
have to come back and PD the rest of the staff. That’s also part of 
it, if someone does go off on a PD, there is an expectation that 
then they come back and share that knowledge. I think if anybody 
was interested in anything it would be seriously looked at. 
 Okay, fantastic. Now thinking specifically of students at your 
school and your classes that struggle with literacy, what 
factors – and this is just a personal opinion – what factors do 
you believe contribute to the difficulties that they are having 
with literacy? 
 [overtalk] 
B Diet.  
A ESL. 
C Lack of interaction. 
A Support from home. 
E Yes. 
D A lot of it has to do with home, it is a huge one. 
A Home environment. 
B A lot of our students don't come from language rich households 
and that impacts hugely. 
A Attendance. 
D It would be Australia wide – that's generational wide, really. With 
both parents working these days, there isn't that support at home 
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– that literacy support at home. 
A A lot of our students –  
B And particularly in this school, it's a socio economic component as 
well. 
B And that’s it, socio economic is a huge factor as is the child’s 
starting point, what the child brings to school and starts with is 
huge as well. The gap is often really big right from day one. A lot 
of our families look to us as really the first opportunity for the child 
to work in English-language. We have a lot of students come to 
our school who don't use English at home, never will use English 
at home, we still have kids that translate to their parents. We have 
an ESL 62% component, maybe more if we include indigenous 
children as well. 
C Yeah. 
D That haven't spoken English until they came to school even 
though they might have been born here in Australia, they haven't 
spoken English and then as soon as they go home their speaking 
and their mother tongue as well. 
 Wow, that's a pretty big number isn't it? Yeah. 
C It's huge, it's a huge number. 
B Plus also up here I think age of entry too because we do the early 
age of entry and I think that's got a big impact. You can tell the 
kids –  
D What? Good or bad? 
B Bad because some of – its developmental, some of the kids just 
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aren’t ready. 
A Yeah.  
D And then because they’re put into such a large group of people, 
that – they never make up that gap.  
A Now they’re in – you know, you've got a few in your class that are 
quite young and it’s that age of entry, they’re just developmental – 
B Age of entry for me was managed very poorly. Like there's nothing 
wrong with starting kids earlier, they should have just had two 
years of preschool age. They should never enter a formal learning 
environment at four and a half.  
A I know in my class now I can pick the ones that struggle. 
B I know that communities change and we have to change with 
them and accommodate those families but I just can't see why 
they couldn't have spent two years in preschool, I just don't get it 
to be honest. 
D I don't know why we do have two accommodate that, we’re not a 
babysitting service. 
B I know.  
 [overtalk] 
B It was very political. To me that's where it all came down from.  
D Yeah, it was Johnny Howard, he was behind it all.  
 Can I just ask, what age are we talking? 
B Well they’re starting transition which is – I don’t know what you 
call it down there – at four and a half some of them. 
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 So that’s the equivalent of – it would be kindergarten in New 
South Wales. 
B Yeah, so I have my class of transition, what are we September? I 
have three children that have turned six now, the rest are only five 
and probably over half of them turned five in April or May. So it's 
very young. There are some that are doing fine but there's others, 
especially a couple of little boys, they’re just developmentally not 
ready to hold a pencil and write and just even their oral language 
some of them they’re still in – it’s developmental.  
E I've noticed that in the preschool when I go to my duties there. The 
last few years, half of them I can't understand what they're saying. 
D They’re babies, they’re not toilet trained.  
B They can’t – and it is, it’s the concentration, it’s everything. 
A There is a cultural aspect to that. Our babies are really babied and 
there’s a cultural thing there. I know you go to a city and a three 
year old can go to a café and have a cappuccino. Well a lot of our 
kids live in this cultural world, they’ll still be in prams. Like if you’re 
Greek, they'll still be having a bottle. So they really –  
D We've had parents come to the school to actually hand feed their 
children in early childhood. 
E Yes, so they’re not like these worldly kids, they’re really – and that 
is a cultural thing that we have to accept that's what they do. 
D It’s not a bad thing. 
E It's not about school readiness – it isn't a bad thing, that's right 
Marilyn. 
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 [overtalk]  
B Except for the fact I've got this Australian curriculum and [overtalk] 
they’re not going to. 
C Yeah, that time when we were battling the early age of entry, they 
kept saying that the entry is here, it's a developmental thing so 
you just start when the kid is there and that was fine. But look at it 
now, they’re that much younger but they’ve got to fit into that year 
one [overtalk] 
B They’re not going to pass foundation year. 
E First New South Wales is saying our ACs too easy and we’re just 
going oh my goodness. 
B And that’s the thing comparing – when we’re comparing to other 
states, our is so much younger so I find it so unfair. So in year two 
you’ve got –  
D Is there not other states – they don’t have that as an issue? 
B No, in Victoria they go at six and other countries like Sweden and 
that they don’t start school until seven. 
E Seven, that’s right. 
B But they do do pre –  
E They do go to school from about three. Like in Italy there’s free 
childcare – and France. But they go to an early learning centre 
which is fundamentally a preschool and whether it’s Reggie or 
Emilio or whatever it is, and they stay there in that beautiful 
environment until about seven. So it's not like they’re at home until 
seven. Very rarely are they actually at home until seven but they 
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don't start their formal education until seven. 
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Appendix C. Focus Group 2 Transcript 
 The first question I had was I just wanted to find out what – if 
someone says to you the term ‘literacy’ what do you perceive 
that to mean and what do you think it encompasses? 
Anybody like to start? 
A Being able to communicate and be understood and being able to 
understand others in lots of different contexts. I guess that would 
encapsulate [00:38] some [00:41] points.  
 Yeah. 
B And the teaching of is to develop the understanding of how 
communication comes closer towards you and how you can 
communicate with others. 
 Great. 
A Also you’re looking at the interaction and sound support [00:58] 
forms of care which is spoken and written. 
 Cool. 
C And the idea that across many facets of life, all different areas that 
you're going to come across, different literacies would apply and 
like you said, different contexts and being able to understand 
where one applies and where it fits in and whether or not you can 
adapt across different areas of your life for your teaching 
literacies. 
A Be able to switch codes. [overtalk] talk about codes too, being 
able to use the appropriate literacy code of the context and the 
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purpose of communication. 
 Maybe you'd like to tell me about some of the approaches 
that you use for literacy at your school? 
A I'm happy to say that one of the key pedagogical approaches that I 
use is based on Luke and Freebody’s model of four roles of the 
text – [01:52] different person. So that’s the text user, the text 
participant, the text critique or analysis and – I’ve just got a mental 
blank now… the text user, the text decoder – yeah, usually the 
decoder’s the one that you look at where your key [02:14] in 
relationships. The text participant, what I bring to the literacy, what 
I bring to the communication. The text critic, looking at what the 
purpose behind – whether it’s oral, written or whatever, whatever 
you’re looking at, the purpose behind and the intent behind. And 
the text user is using those skills in a purposeful way. So if I were 
to communicate – if I were to write a message or write a poem or I 
want to write a letter, what do I need to know to be able to do that 
effectively so it could be [02:49]. I guess that underpins all the 
literacy that I teach and the reason I really love that pedagogical 
approach is that it puts you in your seat of context. It looks what 
you were saying here, particular context and code that you need 
to be using –  
C It spans across your key learning areas as well. You don't need to 
be using it in English, you can go across into science and talk 
about if you’re a decoder in science, what are you actually 
decoding? You’re looking at the elements and the way it's used 
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there. Different words and different language and having to be 
able to – because I use the Four Resource Model as well – being 
able to apply it. But there's so many different levels within each 
model so for my kids decoder is so important because we’re still 
breaking down levels of sounds but as you get higher, that 
becomes a little bit smoother and then you start breaking into the 
[overtalk] … 
A It can change depending on the capability of the child. 
C And even context really because decoder might not necessarily 
work when you're looking at a science experiment. They could 
read the whole thing but unless they can tell you what place it has 
in what we’re learning and how to relate – which is another one of 
the resources, resource [04:06] so you've got to apply it within the 
spheres as well. 
A Yeah, a doc would be your physics paper, word perfect. But I 
would not necessarily be able to continue it or I wouldn't be able to 
use it in any way and I certainly wouldn't be able to relate to it. 
 Yep, great thank you.  
B I guess one of my biggest influences and it is based on the Four 
Resource Model but it's more the teacher strategies on how to 
teach it, is through accelerated literacy. So what [04:43] is there is 
the different roles but it’s also bringing discourse of how to have 
access to those different roles. So it's actually building the 
discourse of that [04:53] alongside of it. It also unpacks the 
literature, so it unpacks language through the consumer, unpacks 
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writing techniques, it unpacks what messages the author is giving 
to students and it can go across some curriculum, it's not [05:11] 
designed for that but the strategies that come with it can go across 
the curriculum. That's influenced a lot of the work that I've done in 
the last few years. 
 Okay, great, fantastic. 
A So would you say Louise then that using texts that effectively 
equip children with strategies would be really important? So text 
selection would be really important [05:36]. 
B Oh it’s critical in that [05:40] when you are going to [05:42] text, 
which has been done with teachers for years, different kinds of 
texts. Good English teachers have done it for a very long time. 
The quality of the text is very very important to being able to get 
enough out of it to teach children. 
A And that’s why we were all a bit excited about the Australian 
curriculum aren’t we, because that focus is coming back to the 
literature that underpins all the understandings and literacy.  
B And I think so many kids – and I think coming to the resource 
model, so many things to be –including walking towards your text 
which is a sub-strand of Accelerated Literacy also feeds into the 
Four Resource Model and then you’ve got Learning to Read, 
Read to Learn is another strategy of another program that 
promotes the same ideas around teaching good literacy through 
literature. 
A That’s right, you’re going to quote all our [overtalk] remember 
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we’ve been teaching all day. 
B I’ve just come from teaching [06:44]. 
 With all of those approaches, are you using different 
approaches and different strategies to work with different 
children or how are we catering for? 
C [06:54] you can’t – and it's difficult because I’m one particular way 
and there will be some kids in my room that – I don't think that way 
and when they explain it to me and I'm thinking ‘what?’ and so you 
have to be able to step back a little and say well hang on, there's 
got to be a different way to do this and put yourself in their shoes 
and try it a different way because essentially your job isn’t to teach 
what you know, it’s also to start getting to grips with what they 
know. If they’re going to move forward, it’s got to be for them. 
Yeah, so it’s got to be adapted. 
A I think using lots of different approaches that relate to learning 
styles is [07:38] effective. So kinaesthetic, movement and role-
play can fit really nicely with teaching literacy. I teach in an ESL 
class but I’m a learner as far as teaching ESL goes. It’s not my 
background of teaching but the visual cues are very very 
important to support learning. So looking at kinaesthetic visual, 
looking at rhythm and rhyme and beat is – they’re all strategies 
you can use to support children that have different learning styles 
with different learning needs. Rather than any particular program 
(no), I guess it comes back to what you were saying to, there are 
strategies that you employ and I sometimes don't like the idea of 
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‘what literacy program do you use’ because I feel the program 
almost inherently infers that there is a program that is 
prepackaged, this is how you do it. So what you were saying 
about using different approaches and coming in at different angles 
makes sense. 
C And the idea that literacy can be put into one program and 
because it applies across such a – you talk about multiple 
intelligences, it applies across so many different ways to learn and 
to engage and communicate, for someone to say ‘here’s your 
program, this is your literacy’ it just does not work. It will not work 
[overtalk] yeah, there’ll be gaps and kids will fall through and you 
see it time and time again and it’s just – yeah, it's got to be a 
mixture and it's got to be tailored for your room. 
 Measurement of skills- How do we go about measuring 
children’s skills with regard to literacy? 
B I think in terms of reading, that we hear kids read so that could be 
the incidental reading that you hear [09:32] which would be for 
running records or perhaps like a piece of text that we are working 
on. The PM benchmarking, I know that test structure thing. I guess 
that is what we use here. We use oral language and test too 
where there may be a visual, and we ask a child to describe 
basically the visuals. We might use Audacity or something to 
record that child’s interpretation of pictures or telling a story about 
each of these things. 
 Okay. Great. 
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C And especially with Cathy Walker there is a lot of anecdotal stuff, 
because you are always – like you are one on one with your focus 
kids. There’s a lot of notes that you take on their work or in yours 
that are anecdotal. What you see, what they are capable of 
without necessarily an explicit overhaul of what they are doing.  
It’s all just anecdotal… 
B It’s all part of the learning- 
A Yeah. [overtalk]. 
D Language is one of the domains that is explicitly – there’s an 
outcome for it so it’s constantly being reviewed or you have your 
focus child explain it to you so that language core unit that you 
wanted to develop throughout that [10:42] has got to be assessed 
through both records and observations, conversations and things 
like that.  
 So how- I guess your processes for both teaching literacy 
and also measuring the skills, have they changed in the 
recent future? The recent past, sorry. And if so, what are the 
influences and why has it changed? Is it something that you 
have done the same way for a period of time? 
A I think in the school there’s more of a focus on collating and 
comparing data. So I think, would you say that the school- in the 
time that I was at the school before Louise, before any of you 
were and I was here at the time when we were starting to use data 
such as the NAPLAN data and benchmark records and we started 
to be like I guess more analytical in seeing what whole school 
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needs were right down to what individual needs were. So I’d say 
the change I would see is a more comprehensive use of data in 
the school. Collating that data and interpreting it so that the 
teachers are not working in isolation, we’re all working together 
looking at how the school is moving forward rather than just each 
teacher looking at individual children’s process, although that’s 
obviously integral to our teaching. I think a whole school has a far 
greater emphasis on whole school data and how they use that 
data in the core teaching program. 
 That’s great. Thank you. 
B I think from a teaching point of view of – eighteen months in the 
school, I used to think that data was a very, very dirty word. I used 
to think that it had the potential to overload teachers and take 
away from what we need to be doing. But in saying that, collecting 
a lot of information about kids through being – what they can do 
by themselves. So in terms of something like writing, that they 
have those opportunities throughout the week, they can just write 
feely. So then you can really analyse what they are doing without 
any assistance, without any assistance [12:50]. And that gives a 
lot of information around their expressive skills. So just keeping a 
track of that and making sure we are highlighting that for kids as 
well. So, and that’s in the middle and upper primary. 
C I feel- I get frustrated with the idea that the data is focused on the 
milestone meeting. 
B Yeah. 
  
 
171 
C That becomes something that really grates on me because we set 
milestones by year one, by year two, by year three and whether or 
not children succeed is whether or not they reach our milestones 
for them. I wouldn’t mind seeing some kind of progress – like the 
difference between how they were at the start of term and how 
they were at the end. It might not show up in data, but you might 
see a significant difference, and the only way you get to explain 
that is on a report card comment, and that doesn’t go into any of 
those [overtalk] and that can be frustrating, the idea that you can 
take a class with kids throwing chairs at you, to working 
independently, may not be reaching their milestones but you’ve 
taken them from one to the other and that becomes really 
frustrating. 
A I think it’s really important that it’s looked at in terms of progress 
rather than purely – 
C Tick box. 
D Yeah. 
A Also we had a high number of students here who are English as a 
Second Language students and that is not an excuse for data 
benchmarks and milestones not being met. But that’s the reality 
here. Also we have the early age, early entry policy in the 
Northern Territory, which has an impact on children’s emotional 
and social development. So those sorts of things we are just using 
plain core data and not taking into consideration the progress 
children are making, I think that would be a bad thing. But I think 
  
 
172 
the fact that data is used as a discussion point is fantastic.  
D Yeah. 
A Because then we start to look at what are some of the practices 
and what’s the PD we need in the school to support us through 
our teaching practice? So that’s a healthy use of data as opposed 
to the- and I have been in a school, not now, where meeting data 
milestones was the emphasis and I saw that destructive element. 
B And I think that is where data can be dirty – from the kind of data 
that you are collecting in your anecdotal observations, that’s 
where data can be really – it’s actually about the kids and about 
how we can look their progression. We actually do collect lots and 
lots of data about it but we don’t collate it in a way that ticks the 
box of that [15:30] Excel spreadsheet. I guess one of things we 
found with that is with our ESL students is when our eighth year 
last year analysed all the information from NAPLAN. And what we 
found is that she used the [15:44] and what we found is that our 
ESL students that were making the greatest gains and it was our 
non-ESL students were making the lesser of the gains. So even 
though they might not be making those milestones, their 
improvements were in fact much larger than our mainstream 
students. So that gave us a really good check about what we need 
to be doing in those – across our schools, not just our ESL. 
A And that is healthy use of data because it is actually saying okay 
we are looking at what is happening and progress across the 
school? What do we need to do to increase the current trends? So 
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without putting pressure on teachers. 
C Yeah because I came across from Queensland and the NAPLAN 
data loaded up to the website and the school the school was 
getting rated and all this rubbish. And it just became all of that and 
I think the Principals got paid bonuses according data 
performance. 
B Wow! 
C So they changed – they changed the emphasis. And you know, 
just get lost in producing results instead of actually gaining some 
kind of movement.  
A And I think that is still something with data that needs to be 
demystified. That it needs to- that threatening overtone, it’s 
demystified. People will see data as a useful thing and something 
that can be used as a collective to look at where we’re going with 
our strategies, and where are the gaps. 
B And how we can cope with stat testing. We do lots of comparisons 
and then we looked at ongoing tests for those students who are 
considered to be at risk. It’s actually each other as well.  
 Oh great. 
A So again you get your progression where a child’s beginning point 
might have been and where they have moved which is again a 
good use of data as opposed to the dirty data that you were 
talking about. [overtalk]. 
B But I assumed that because we do have some really data literate 
leadership that we have actually been able to engage with how it 
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can be a tool for us. Not something that [overtalk]. 
 
 Good. Is everyone happy to describe to me a typical literacy 
lesson? How it would work in your classroom? 
B Yep. I can. 
 Okay, great! 
B I’ll go first. I start each of my literacy lessons with a spelling and 
recovery focus. So that that might be looking at letter patterns, 
depending on the focus. We do lots of word usage, lots of word 
meaning, lots of word knowledge, so entomology. We really 
unpack words and get the kids to use the words, so it is very much 
an oral perspective. Then we go into a reading component where 
we will be unpacking a piece of text by looking at [18:31], looking 
at different reading strategies. A lot of that work is a mix of [18:38] 
but also how First Steps unpacks reading. Then we go – we use 
that and look at language conventions and we go into that 
grammar and rhetoric kind of style. And then from that we have a 
writing workshop so it might be for example today we unpack the 
daily description of Captain Hook, if you were reading Peter Pan. 
Then we work on building a description of Captain Hook, but if he 
was a good captain. So we did a writing workshop. It starts very 
highly scaffolded in the beginning of the term, but then it unwinds 
to – First Steps calls it the gradual release of responsibility and 
using that model allows you to actually potentially plan how much 
you are going to give the kids and how you can set the kids up so 
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that at the end of the term the pieces of the writing workshops that 
you do, that they will have [19:33] independently as a piece of 
writing. 
 Okay, great. 
B But that is pretty much how they – 
 Fantastic. 
D We have a very- we actually have children – we have the two 
transition classes divided into three groups. So they – there is a 
different focus with each teacher and then we rotate throughout 
the week. So if they’re working with Anna for example, they’re 
looking at phonics, letters and sounds and they’re practicing 
[20:03] and that will also involve some sort of kinaesthetic thing so 
doing [20:04] shuffling. They’re working with Janelle. Her focus at 
the moment is nursery rhymes so we really try to promote whole 
language reciting, chants, rhymes and things like that because 
we’ve found not many children have been coming to school with 
that knowledge, so we have really been trying to push that. My 
focus is a bit more of a text analysis so conventions [20:30] 
 Yeah, definitely. 
D And also [20:35] as well so we are moving into a [20:38]. 
 Okay. Oh, good. That sounds great.  
C Well mine starts out with an explicit lesson on whatever it is my 
focus is for that particular [20:50]. So the other day we did 
something like reading strategies and we did the big book and we 
just talked about how we’d decode words that we don’t know then 
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came up with ideas and we had words blanked out [21:00]. And I 
start with that then goes into then four rotations. I have four 
groups, four activities and they do two a day. So they get across 
eight activities in a week. It’s all based on whatever my focus is for 
that particular week, so if it’s writing, it’s a workshop with the Aide 
or myself. There’s writing and reading groups, I’ve always done 
with an adult. And the others are more – and we do explicit 
handwriting, so the lesson itself is the explicit part for the groups 
as they go. So if I’m finding that there is one group where their 
handwriting is low, we’re concerned about [21:36] that would be 
first group on handwriting because it helps others [21:40]. There’s 
a lot of – I mean if you’re [21:42] on where kids go and where they 
sit and changing their groups around a lot because there are 
higher needs for some and they need to be moved because my 
reading groups are turning into my writing groups. And a lot of 
workshopping with an adult, so each child gets to have a 
workshop once a day and it might be reading or writing or 
whatever it happens to be. I’m quite lucky because I’ve got my 
aide at the same time every day so I can use her for the same 
thing. So you get to work with an adult and without and the 
independent ones are a little bit more free but working with your 
friends and peers to develop whatever it was we’re going to do. 
There’s a sight word group and then there’s [22:22] how I see the 
kids [22:29]. 
 Oh, great. 
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A I guess I’ve got for example, in my class children who are reading 
at benchmark one right through to eighteen so a lot of my program 
will commence with a shared big book with lots of good language, 
rich language, and lots of visuals to support the reading. Before 
we even get into the written part of the text, we talk about the 
visuals. So that develops some sort of vocabulary background for 
the children. So there will be a shared text where we do some 
predicting with the visuals. We do some connecting with other 
texts we may have read, and we read the pictures effectively 
through the text. Then we will read the text and then maybe with a 
particular focus on then reading that text. Then from that I might 
teach a strategy. It might be a strategy in sentence building. It 
might be a strategy on looking at characters or describing the 
characters through their actions or words.  
 [External interruption]  
A So then the reading group program works from that. We share 
strategies as a whole group. The aim is to lift the children who lack 
the vocab and lack the decoding skills – to lift them up, but then in 
reading groups there will be texts that are more appropriate to 
their reading level, where they will be doing similar activities that 
have been scaffolded through shared text. It may be that the text 
that we’ve share as a whole group might be a text that’s gone 
deeper into for quite some time with a smaller group. Or it might 
be that a more complex text or a less complex text is used using 
those strategies from the whole class one. I have to do that too 
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because of the small group of children that I have. It’s looking at 
not only the literacy needs but the realities of what we call the 
cohort of kids.  
 How confident do you feel in your role as teaching literacy 
skills? 
A I feel confident but I always think there is so much more to learn. I 
enjoy what I’m doing but I’d see that there is just such a wealth of 
knowledge here and that’s part of the reason that I want to be in 
part of the instruction rounds, because I think – I love Louise has 
quite a different approach and there’s so much more to learn 
[25:10]. 
 Great. 
B I think I’m the same as Susan that I think the more that you know, 
the more that – there’s more to know. So yeah, although I’m 
confident I know that there is so much more I could be doing for 
the kids to improve their literacy skills and their access to literature 
and language. 
 Great. 
D I’m confident, however I don’t know everything. And there is 
always – if you just look at the results and just from talking to 
children, you can see that they absolutely – I’ve tried everything 
that I possibly know of to assist this child, how much is it that we 
get to [25:53] they’re capable [25:57] to go to. There is always 
research going on. 
C Yeah, yeah. Look, I feel confident. I think this is my fourth year 
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and considering if I look back on my first year, what I know now 
compared to that, through four years I’ve learned that two-fold 
then [overtalk]. No but it’s more like if there is just so much that 
you learn in such a short space of time, imagine what an entire 
career, you can actually apply and bring to it. Like you said, 
there’s so much more to know and I’m actually looking forward to 
finding out what it is. So it’s confident, but – 
 Good. 
A I think with confidence too comes the awareness to take some risk 
about things because you are confident enough to know that if it 
doesn’t work that’s okay. It’s not the end of the world but that you 
can actually give things a try and you know you’ve got your 
foundation of strategies and the expertise that you can always call 
upon. It’s kind of exciting in trying something new and different 
when you do have that confidence. 
 Okay. So thinking specifically of students in your school or in 
your class that struggle with literacy? What factors do you 
think contribute to the difficulties that they have specifically 
with literacy? 
A Something I’ve noticed with kids in particular is a lack of 
conversation that they have with adults. We are a really busy 
world and I notice children come to school without being able to 
speak in complex sentences. I think a lot of their language at 
home is in the imperative, you know ‘pick up your shoes’, you 
know ‘turn off the TV’ dah, dah, dah, dah. And I don’t think that 
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children have a lot of time to have conversations and I think that 
impacts a great deal on their literacy skills. So those early 
conversations where children say ‘why Mummy why?’ I think they 
get the ‘rabbits’ you know the taxi driver said ‘its rabbits’ you know 
why – 
C Why did they build the Great Wall of China? [overtalk]. 
A That’s right, to keep the rabbits out. It’s really- I think it is a really a 
lot of that dismissive conversations because we’re time poor and I 
think that has an impact. I think a lot of parents – it’s not shifting 
the blame from the school, but it makes those foundations wobbly. 
I think a lot of parents just don’t get time to read to them. 
C I agree. [overtalk]. 
D The lack of oral language skills in children coming to school, I’ve 
noticed it declining. Children for example, standing up talking 
would not be able to say that was a suitcase. I’m finding it 
astonishing. I say well what is it that you mean? What’s that 
called? 
C I mean it’s bound to happen when the TV doesn’t respond.  
B I think it’s also – [overtalk] I don’t think the discourse has changed 
around busier lives but I think in our context also that the 
discourse is completely different once it is [29:06] but across the 
Territory where written literature is not as important as oral 
literature, as in indigenous students. But also in access, so one of 
the key things that someone told me once was that you are not 
teaching the kids you used to be. So the access to the reading 
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and playing or the concentration [overtalk] where you know that 
was being, that was very big in my life. So when I went to school I 
had access to lots of things that with this course many of the 
children that we teach do not. And so – 
D Yes, we had a school literacy which our children both have.  
A Yeah, I think most of us grew up with a literacy which aligned with 
school literacy, and a lot of these children don’t have, that school 
literacy. 
C The generation gaps are getting so small between what they 
consider a generation gap now. I mean, I wasn’t at school that 
long ago and the idea that I would go home and Google my 
assignment and hand that in was foreign, but now it is quite easily 
accessed. What we need to do is to understand the literacy, yes it 
spans everything else, it also spans what they’re doing in their day 
to day life. So they – my kids talk about video games like they’re 
actual characters and it’s actually happening to them. For me 
that’s like – it’s a hard – but it is very real to them and the idea that 
we have to now tap in to not just the different generation but so 
many generations away from ours to access what their literacies 
actually cover. 
B And what their interests are too in terms of you – when you’re 
saying that they think it is actually happening to them. When I was 
a kid, that’s what books did. That’s what happened to me 
[overtalk]. 
C ‘I can’t believe I was flying’  
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B Yeah. 
C ‘I wasn’t actually on a video game.’ 
B Yeah. 
C You know it’s a different experience. 
B Exactly too. 
D So it is not – I agree with what you are saying, but also story-
telling, generations will pass stories down. From an indigenous 
point of view that’s on decline.  
B Massive decline.  
A There’s not something instead of the school written literacy that 
we’re familiar with because the traditional literacy is not running on 
parallel and neither is the other. 
B I think we are part of a greater problem in terms of the access 
through whether it’s cultural demographics or socioeconomic 
demographics or that we are actually part of that end. I guess in a 
sense from my belief is that schools haven’t caught up. Schools 
are still trying to teach in that way of the old system and because it 
worked for me as a kid, because it worked me, then obviously it’s 
going to keep working to just keep doing the same thing. So 
essentially, our system hasn’t changed. We have amazing 
teachers, we have amazing new things, innovations that are 
happening in the school, but what we are delivering is not really 
different but our context is highly different. 
C There’s also a huge different attitude towards teaching as a 
profession. Like when my Mum was a teacher – and that is a very 
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professional – you were considered a professional and you had an 
education and now it’s like oh they get twelve weeks holiday. Even 
with universities, the intake in Queensland when I was over there 
– the intake of students, it could be – your OP is like your entrance 
level – could be, I think it was two off the highest you could get. So 
like 26 was the lowest, you could get into teaching at 24. So the 
idea that it becomes less and less seen as a professional thing. 
The attitude at home changes that schooling is for them, we don’t 
do that. We don’t necessarily have learning that’s outside of 
schooling time. The attitude changes and you get parents that say 
well you know I’ve been told that I don’t know anything because I 
don’t have kids. And I kind of – you know like – 
A I think you made an interesting point about not catching up 
because there’s a couple of mixed messages out there with the 
role of technology, communication and what’s actually happening 
is our children are embracing technology but not with the skills to 
really access it effectively, efficiently, safely, all those sorts of 
things. So unless- the two have to meld, there has to be this really 
strong literate individual who can decipher all the information out 
there and filter the information and be like the four roles or the four 
resource models you call it the critique. Because they work in a 
very visual fast paced world of technology but they’re not able to 
critique the images that are set. They are not able to – if we are 
not giving them those skills we have a generation that going to be 
like The Lost Boys because they can use the technology – they 
  
 
184 
can access the technology but they don’t use it. They can access 
it, yes but it is not being used. There somehow has to be a 
reinforcement of all those old fashioned values within the modern 
context, so being able to say what is the message being given to 
me and being able to decode the messages that our children are 
now getting and can access is really our biggest challenge I think 
in literacy. 
 Great. 
B When you were saying that, a really good friend of mine, he 
worked in [34:51] new recruits need to be ‘digilogue’, so they need 
to be highly [34:58] and have a huge understanding, but they also 
need to understand and work within the digital world so that you 
know digital and analogue so that’s how digilogue is really 
everything I do – something, how can I do – 
A And I think the message has been out there that it is the digital 
stuff that’s so important and because we are not – the message is 
we’re not keeping up with the digital side but we can’t forego the 
other side, the analogue side, as well because that’s where you’d 
be letting them down. 
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Appendix D. Outline of Themes – Study 1 
Theme 1: Literacy is Multifaceted and 
Multicontextual   
Sub Theme 1.1 Literacy Adapts to 
Context 
 Sub Theme 1.2: Communication is 
Essential for Literacy 
Theme 2: Teachers are Confident and 
Continually Learning 
Sub Theme 2.1: Meeting Challenges in 
Teaching Literacy 
 Sub Theme 2.2: Facilitators of Increased 
Teaching Confidence 
Theme 3: Foundations of Literacy 
Development 
Sub Theme 3.1: Home Environment 
Influences Literacy 
 Sub Theme 3.2: Ready for School, 
Ready for Literacy 
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Appendix E. Outline of Themes – Study 2 
Theme 1 – Drivers of Change 
 
Subtheme 1.1 - Drivers of Change: 
Systems  
 Subtheme 1.2 - Drivers of Change: 
Individuals 
Theme 2 - Change in teaching and 
assessment procedures is ongoing and 
results in innovative and exciting practice  
Subtheme 2.1 - Impact of Change: 
Improvements 
 
 Subtheme 2.2 - Impact of Change: Risks. 
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